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TO 


HIS  ROYAL  HIGHNESS 


THE 


ipi&asj^ffi  iE]S(sss9v< 


Sir, 

THE  remembrance  of  liie  attention  and 
r^ard  with  which  Tour  Royal  Highness  conde-^ 
scended  to  honour,  during  the  latter  years  of  his 
life,  the  Author  of  the  following  Tracts,  first 
suggested  to  my  mind  the  wish  of  introducing^ 
under  the  sanction  of  Your  High  Patronage,  the 
present  edition  of  them  to  the  publick. 

This  wish  received  additional  strength  from 
die  reflection,  that  the  republication  of  the  Tracts^ 
being  intended  as  an  antidote  to  the  dissemina- 
tion  of  false  doctrine,  the  success  of  the  design 
would  be  greatly  promoted,  were  the  work  to 
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the  highest  pitch  of  hope,  did  not  scruple  to  declare,  that  ao 
far  from  Socinianism  not  becoming  the  religion  of  the 
people,  he  expected  to  live  to  see  the  day,  when,  by  means  of 
missions  among  them,  and  through  the  endeavours  ot  the  So« 
cinian's  friend,  Mr.  Joseph  LANCiiSTERy  Roman  Catholicks 
would  become  good  Unitarians.*  Glorious  sera,  when  all 
errors  in  faith  shall  be  for  ever  done  away' and  abolished,  by 
the  joint  exertions  of  Socinian  Missionaries,  and  Mr.  Jo8£P9 
Lancaster  ! 

Hii  amor  anoa  erat»  parilerqae  in  beUa  raebant. 

To  give  reality  to  such  delightful  hopes,  the  activity  and, 
zeal  of  the  writers  of  the  party,  corresponded  with  the  vaunt- 
ing language  of  their  orators.  A  bold  endeavour  to  over* 
turn  the  faith  of  the  Christian  world,  was  first  made,  by  the 
publication  of  an  improved  version  of  the  New  Testament, 
with  a  corrected  text,  and  notes  critical  and  explanatory ;  in 
which  every  text  relative  to  the  Divinity  of  our  Lord,  is  either 
expunged  as  a  Trinitarian  interpolation,  or  its  genuine  sense 
frittered  away  by  some  allegorical  or  figurative  interpretation. 
This  daring  attempt,  was  quickly  followed  up  by  a  work  on 
THE  Scripture  Doctrine  goncernino  the  person  of 
Christ,  the  author  of  which  introduces  himself  to  the  notic6 
of  the  publicly  in  the  attractive^  but  in  the  present  instance, 
masquerade  dress  of  a  calm  inquirer ;  and  to  this  calm  inquiry 
he  affixes,  what  he  presumes  to  calif  a  review  of  the  controver* 
sy  between  Dr.  Horsley  and  Dr.  Priestly. 

Of  that  controversy,  the  part  of  which  Bishop  Horsley  was 
the  author,  has  long  been  out  of  print ;  and  the  calm  iNcyji- 
RER,  aware  of  this  fact,  has  not  scrupled  to  pervert  the  Bish- 
op's, reasoning,  by  partial  quotations  and  prudent  omissions  ; 


*  Seethe  Morning  Ghnmiele  for  the  6th  of  June  1811. 
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premtming^perhapB^on  the  scarcity  of  the  book^  that  he  might 
t9cap€  detection^  whilst  he  should  thus  destroy  the  authority 
of  the  greatest  modem  champion  of  the  Catholick  faith ! 

Under  these  circumstances*  the  Editor  was  strongly  urged 
by  sevend  of  the  clergy  of  the  church  of  England,  as  well  as 
by  manyt  both  of  the  established  and  of  the  Episcopal  church 
in  the  country  in  which  he  now  resides,  to  reprint  the  Bishop's 
Tracts.  With  such  a  request  he  ihought  it  his  duty  to  com- 
plyt  and  he  sent  an  intimation  of  hi^  intention  to  carry  the 
work  immediately  to  press,  to  the  British  Critic  for  October, 
IS  It.  At  the  time  when  he  made  that  communication,  he 
had  by  him  only  copies  of  the  1  racts  as  they  were  published 
in  separate  pamphlets  in  the  years  178S,  1784,  and  1786»  In 
each  of  these  pamphlets,  and  in  the  Editor's  copy  of  Dr. 
Priestley's  part  of  the  controversy,  he  found  numerous 
marginal  notes  in  the  Bishop's  hand  writing ;  and  this  led 
lumy  somewhat  too  hastily  he  confesses,  to  state  that  he  was 
in  possession  of  new  matter  of  the  Bishop's,  and  to  promise 
the  publication  of  it«  But  when  he  came  to  compare  these 
marginal  notes  with  the  copy  of  the  Tracts  published  by  the 
Bishop  himself  in  the  year  1789,  he  found  that  the  greater 
part  of  them  were  already  embodied  in  that  edition,  and 
diat  in  the  substance  of  what  remained,  he  was  completely 
anticipated  by  Mr.  Edward  Nares,  Dr«  Laurence,  and 
Mr.  Renmel,  in  their  able  remarks  on  the  Unitarian  version 
of  the  New  Testament* 

When  offering  the  present  edition  of  the  Tracts  to  the 
publick,  the  Editor  found  himself  called  upon,  by  the  most 
imperious  sense  of  duty,  to  vindicate  the  character  of  the 
author  of  them,  from  the  foul  aspersions  cast  upon  it  by  an 
nnfair  and  ungenerous  adversary.  That  the  task  might  have 
fallen  into  abler  hands*  no  one  is  more  ready  to  admit  than 
the  Editor  himself :  but  moderate  abilities  are  sufficient,  to 
ra&dicate  truth  agiunat  error  and  palpable  misrepresentation; 
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and  therefore  he  tniatsi  that  the  vindication  in  the  Appendix 
will  be  found  complete. 

When  the  reader  shall  have  become  acquainted  with  the 
arts  of  controversy,  which  the  calm  inquirer  has  employed  to 
make  **  the  worse  appear  the  better  argument,"  and  shall  have 
read  the  contemptuous  abuse  he  has  heaped  upon  the  head 
of  Bishop  Horsley ;  when  the  object  of  that  abuse,  to  use  the 
Bishop's  emphatick  words,  was  gone  **to  those  unseen  abodes, 
where  the  din  of  controversy  and  the  din  of  war  are  equally 
unheard,''  he  will  perhaps  think  that  he  has  discovered 
ANOTHER  PERSON  to  whom  the  terms  of  reproach,  which  in  thb 
heat  of  debate  fell  from  the  pen  of  one  of  the  original  dispu* 
putants,  may  now  with  greater  propriety  be  applied,  A  falsi* 
yiER  OF  HISTORY,  and  a  defamer  o9  the  character  of 
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PREFACE 


A  GENERAL  view  of  the  controversy  between  Dr. 
Priestley  and  the  Author  of  the  tracts  of  which  the  ensuing 
volume  is  composed,  may  not  be  unacceptable  to  such  of  its 
readers,  who,  for  want  of  leisure  or  of  opportunity,  or  perhaps 
of  curiosi^,  to  peruse  the  pieces  on  either  side,  as  they  were 
first  successively  published  in  separate  pamphlets,  may  be 
supposed  to  be  as  yet  unacquainted  with  the  rise  and  progress, 
and  with  the  present  state  of  the  dispute. 

In  the  year  1782,  an  open  and  vehement  attack  was  made  by 
Dr,  Priesdey,  upon  the  creeds  and  the  established  discipline 
of  every  church  in  Christendom,  in  a  work  in  two  volumes 
octavo,  entided,  A  History  of  the  Corruptions  of  Christianity. 
At  the  head  of  these,  the  author  placed  both  the  Catholick 
doctrine  of  our  Lord's  Divinity,  and  the  Arian  notion  of  b*~ 
pre-existence  in  a  nature  far  superior  to  the  human,  represent- 
|i|g  the  Spcinian  doctrine  of  bis  mere  humanity  as  the  unan* 
imous  faith  of  the  first  Christians.  It  seemed  that  the  most 
cfectus|l  preservative  against  the  intended  mischief  would  be, 
tQ  fkstroy  the  writer's  credit  and  the  authority  of  his  name, 
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which  the  fame  of  certain  lucky  discoveries  in  the  proaecu^ 
tioa  ef  jphysical  experiments  had  set  high  in  popular  esteem, 
by'proof  of  his  incompetency  in  every  branch  of  literature 
connected  with  his  present  subject,  of  which  the  work  itself 
aiforded  evident  specimens  in  great  abundance*  For  this 
declared  purpose,  a  review  of  the  imperfections  of  his  work^ 
in  the  first  part  relating  to  our  Lord's  divinity,  was  made  the 
subject  of  a  Charge  delivered  to  the  Clergy  of  the  Archdea- 
conrv  of  St.  Alban's  the  spring  next  following  Dr.  Priestley's 
publication.  The  specimens  alleged,  of  the  imperfections  of 
'the  work  and  the  incompetency  of  its  <aiathor,  may  be  reduced 
to  six  general  classes.«-Instances  of  reasoning  in  a  circle  i 
instances  of  quotations  misapplied  through  ignorance  of  the 
writer's  subject ;  instances  of  testimonies  pei  verted  by  artful 
and  forced  constructions  ;  instances  of  passages  in  the  Greek 
fathers  misinterpreted  through  ignorance  of  the  Greek  lan« 
guage ;  instances  of  passages  misinterpreted,  through  the 
same  ignorance,  driven  further  out  of  the  way  by  an  igncMance 
of  the  Platonick  philosophy ;  instances  of  ignorance  of  the 
phraseology  of  the  earliest  ecclesiasticsQ  writers*  This  dis* 
course  was  received  by  the  venerable  body  to  which  it  was 
addressed,  with  marks  of  favour  and  approbation,  ever  to  be 
remembered  by  its  author  with  pride  and  satisfaction.  At 
their  request,  it  was  given  with  considerable  enlargement  to 
the  publick.  It  is  the  first  tract  in  the  present  collection.  The 
first  publication  of  this  discourse,  gave  no  small  alarm  to  the 
well-wishers  and  admirers  of  Dr.  Priestley's  doctrines.  Dr. 
Priestley  however  kept  up  the  spirits  of  his  party,  by  pro- 
mising an  early  and  satisfactory  answer. 


Per  damna,  per  cadet,  ab  ipio 
Ducat  opes  animumque  fei 


was  his  vaunting  language*  He  predicted  that  he  should 
rise  more  illustrious  from  his  supposed  defeat ;  he  promised 
to  strengthen  the  evidence  of  his  favourite  opinion  by  the 
v^ry  objecdons  that  had  been  raised  against  it  j  he  seemed  to 
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ibtter  himself,  that  he  should  find  anew  convert  in  his  antag^ 
onist  himself  I  and  his  new  petformance  had  scarcely  made  its 
appearance,  when  he  had  the  ridiculous  vanity  to  boast,  even 
in  print,  of  the  shame  and  remorse  with  which  >he  was  confix 
dent  his  adversary  must  be  penetrated*  A  controversy  that 
was  in  the  meanwhile  going  on  upon  the  same  subject^  be* 
tween  Dr.  Priesdey  and  the  Rev.  Mr.  Samuel  Badcock,  the 
author  of  a  learned  critique  upon  the  first  part  of  Dr*  Priest-* 
ley's  history,  inserted  in  the  Monthly  Review  for  the  month 
of  June  178S,  gave  Dr.  Priestley  the  occasion  of  raising,  these 
ezpectadons  in  the  public.  It  was  late  in  the  autumn  of  the 
same  year  (1799!) .  when  the  work  which  was  to  effect  these 
wonders,  appeared  in,  the  £brm  of  Letters  to  Dr.  Horsley, 
These  Letters  gave  occasion  to  the  tract  which  is  the  second 
in  this  collection,,  entided,  letters  from  the  Archdeacon  of 
St.  Albca^B  in  Reply  to  Dr*  Priestley y  which  was  first  publish- 
ed in  die  summer  of  the  year  1784.  Dr.  Priestley  >  in  his 
Letters,,  expressed  a  great  desire  to  draw  his  adversary  into^ 
a  tedious  controversy  on  the  main  question,— «the  article  of 
our  Lord's  Divinity.  His  adversary  knowing  that  question^ 
to  have  been  long  since,  exhausted,  and  that  nothing  new  was 
to  be  said  on  either  side,  chose  in  his  Letters  in  Reply  to  ad- 
here closely  to  his  own  main  question*  He  defended  his 
former  argument,  and  he  collected  new  specimens  from  Dr« 
Priestley's  new  publicatiouiof  hia  utter  inability  to  throw 
light  upon  the  subject.  Thus  a  useless  and  endless  conten- 
tion upon  the  main  question  was  avoided;  but  many  discus- 
sions necessarily  arose  upon  secondary  points^  more  or  less 
connected  with  it*  The  authority  of  the  writings  that  go 
under  the  name  of  the  apostolical  fathers— the  ri^  of  the 
two  sects  of  the  Naauirenes  and  the  Ebionites— the  difference 
between  the  two— and  the  difference  of  both  firom  the  ortbo* 
dox  Hebrew  Christians— 'these  the  learned  reader  willproba* 
bly  esteem  the  most  interesting  parts  of  the  whole  contro* 
versy ;  as,  on  the  other  hand».  he  will  certainly  judge  the  long 
dispute,  whether  the  word  Jews  means  Jews,  on  Dr.  Pi  icst* 
ley's  part  at  leasty  to  be  the  most  frivolous*    In  these  Letters 


in  Iteply,  Dt.  Pri^sdey's  antagonist  declared  himself  resolved^ 
to  give  DO  answer  to  any  thing  that  Dr.  Priestley  might  find 
to  say  further  upon  the  subject*  A  declarationi  in  which  at 
the  time  he  was  much  in  earnest* 

Dr«  Priesdeyf  mortified  to  find  that  his  Letters  had  failed  of 
the  expected  success ;  that  his  antagonist^  touched  with  no 
shame,  with  no  remorse^  remained  unshaken  in  his  opinion  ; 
and  that  the  authority  of  his  own  opinion  was  still  set  at 
nought,  his  learning  disallowed,  his  ingenuity  in  argument 
impeached  j  and  what  was  least  to  be  bom,— finding  that  a 
haughty  churchman  ventured  incidentally  to  avow  his  senti- 
ments of  the  Divine  commission  of  the  Episcopal  tninistry, 
and  presumed  to  question  the  authority  of  those  teachersi  who 
usurp  the  preacher's  office  without  any  better  warrant  than 
^heir  own  opinion  of  their  own  sufficiency,"— lost  all  temper. 
A  second  set  of  Letters  to  the  Archdeacon  of  St.  AlbarCs  ap« 
peared  in  the  autumn  of  the  year  1784,  in  which  all  professioti 
of  personal  regard  and  civility  was  laid  aside.  The  charge 
of  insufficiency  in  the  subject  was  warmly  retorted,  and  the 
incorrigible  dignitary  was  taxed  with  manifest  misrepresent 
tation  of  his  adversary's  argument ;  with  injustice  to  the 
tharacter  of  Origeui  whose  veracity  he  had  called  in  question; 
and  with  the  grossest  falsification  of  ancient  history.  He 
was  stigmatized,  in  short,  in  tetms,  as  a  falsifier  of  history^ 
and  a  defamer  of  the  character  of  the  dead. 

Under  all  this  reproach,  he  continued  silent  almost  eighteen 
months :  the  character  of  Origen  and  an  intricate  question  of 
ancient  history^  upon  which  the  charge  of  direct  falsification 
had  been  advanced  against  him,  were  indeed  the  only  points 
on  %vhich  he  felt  the  least  desire  to  reply.  A  Sermon  on  the 
Incarnation  preached  in  his  parish  church  of  St.  Mary  New- 
ingtoUf  in  Surrey^  upon  the  feast  of  the  nativity,  in  the  year 
1785,  which  is  the  third  tract  in  this  collection,  was  the  pre- 
lude to  a  renewal  of  the  contest  Upon  his  side,  and  was  fol- 
lowed early  in  the  ensmng  spring  by  his  Memarks  on  Dr. 
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Priestky^s  Second  tetters  to  the  Archdeacon  of  St.  Alban% 
xvith  Proofs  of  certain  facts  asserted  by  the  Archdeacon. 
This  tract  is  the  fburth  in  order  in  this  vblume.  It  consists 
of  two  parts.  The  first  is  a  collection  of  new  specimens  of 
Dr.  Priestley's  temerity  in  assertion.  The  second  defends 
the  attack  upon  the  character  of  Origen,  and  proves  thfc 
existence  of  a  body  of  Hebrew  Christians  at  £lia,  after  thfe 
time  of  Adrian,— the  fact  upott  which  the  author's  good  faith 
had  been  so  loudly  arraigned*  It  also  contains  confirmation 
of  another  fact  which  had  been  incidentally  mentioned,— 'the 
decline  of  Calvinism  among  our  English  dissenters,  and  a 
chapter  on  the  general  spirit  of  Or*  Priestley's  controversial 
writings.  With  this  publication,  he  again  ph>mised  himself 
that  the  controversy  on  his  part  Would  be  closed.  But  having 
at  last,  yielded  with  reluctance  to  the  solicitsltions  of  hi^ 
friends  to  republish  these  four  tracts  in  the  present  form,  he 
hath  taken  this  occasion  to  give  l)r.  Priestley's  Letters  a 
second  perusal ;  and  to  mstny  things  which  he  had  before  pas- 
sed unnoticed,  he  hath  now  replied^  partly  in  notes  occasion* 
ally  interspersed  in  the  former  tracts,  and  where  the  matter, 
arising  from  any  particular  question,  hath  turned  out  to  be 
more  than  could  be  conveniently  comprised  within  the  com- 
pass of  a  note,  in  Supplemental  Disquisitions  of  considerable 
length.  The  Remarks  upon  Dr«  Priestley's  Second  Letters, 
produced  a  third  set  of  Letters  from  Dr.  Priestley^  upon  the 
two  questions  of  Origen*s  veracity  and  the  orthodox  Hebrews 
of  the  church  of  ^lia*  These  too  are  answered,  partly  in 
notes  interspersed  in  the  Remarks,  and  partly  in  the  two 
last  Supplemental  Disquisitions^  which  in  all  are  six  in  num- 
ber. It  is  conceived,  that  nothing  of  any  consequence 
m  Dr.  Priestley's  three  sets  of  Letters  now  remains  unan- 
swered. The  author  indeed  is  well  aware,  that  Dr.  Priest- 
ley will  charge  him  with  one  capital  omission.—  That  he 
hath  taken  no  notice  of  any  thing  that  may  be  contained, 
reladng  to  the  various  points  of  this  controversy,  in  Dr. 
Priestley's  History  of  Early  Opinions  concerning  Christ  i 
that  large  worki  in  four  volumes,  die  result  of  a  whok  two- 
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years  study  of  the  writers  of  antiquity,  which,  as  it  hath  been 
published  since  Dr.  Priestley^s  last  Letters,  may  be  supposed 
to  contain  better  argumentsy  or  at  least  his  old  arguments  in 
a  better  form.  The  only  apology  to  be  made  is,  a  simple  de- 
claration of  the  truth.  Not  conceiving  himself  obliged  to 
engage  in  the  insipid  task  of  reading  so  long  a  book,  with- 
out better  hope  of  informauon  from  it  than  his  past  ex- 
perience of  the  writer's  knowledge  on  the  subject  gives.  Dr. 
Priesdey's  adversary  is  as  ignorant  of  the  contents  of  that 
work)  as  he  could  have  been  had  it  never  been  published.  It 
18  reported  indeedi  that  the  work,  whatever  may  be  its  merits, 
hath  a  vexy  slow  sale.  Of  consequence,  it  hath  found  but 
few  readers.  The  antagonist  of  Dr.  Priestley,  were  he  better 
acquainted  with  its  contents,  would  still  disdain  to  do  the 
office  of  the  midwife  for  this  laborious  birth.  He  would  not, 
by  an  unnecessary  and  unseasonable  opposition  to  neglected 
arguments,  be  the  instrument  of  drawing  four  volumes, 
fraught  as  the  very  title  importSf  with  pernicious  heretical 
theology,  from  the  obscurity  in  which  they  may  innocently 
rot  in  the  Printer's  warehouse. 
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THE  business  of  the  Christian  priesthood^  like  that 
of  every  secular  dccupation^  consisting  in  two  branches^ 
the  speculative  and  the  practical ;  if  any  of  us^  by  a 
particular  blessing  of  Providence  attending  our  temporal 
fortunes^  are  released  from  the  necessity,  to  which  the 
greater  part  submit,  of  a  severe  and  constant  toil  in  the 
practical  branch  of  the  profession,  as  the  labour  by 
which  they  have  to  earn  their  daily  bread ;  it  seems  to 
be  our  particular  duty  to  consecrate  the  leisure  we  enjoy, 
if  I  may  borrow  an  expression  from  the  profane  sciences^ 
to  the  theory  of  religion.  And  in  the  present  state  of 
religious  learning  in  this  country,  it  should  seem,  that 
the  cultivation  of  that  branch  of  it  which  is  called  sacred 
criticism,  and  particularly  the  elucidation  of  the  text  of 
tbe  Old  Testament,  by  a  diligent  use  of  the  materials 
which  the  unwearied  industry  of  a  learned  critick,  sup- 
ported by  the  munificence  of  the  best  of  Princes,  hath 
supplied ;  is  the  study  in  which,  of  all  others,  our  ta- 
lents and  our  industry  might  he  best  employed.  It  is, 
bowever,  to  be  remembered,  that  the  writings  of  the 
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Old  Testament  are  only  of  a  secondary  importance ;  for 
the  evidence  which  they  afford  of  the  truth  of  our  Lord^s 
pretensions,  and  for  the  light  which  they  throw  upon  the 
doctrines  of  the  gospel,  which  is  indeed  so  great^  that 
an  inattention  to  these  more*ancient  parts  of  the  code  of 
revelation,  is  likely  to  be  one  principal  cause  of  the 
scepticism  which  unhappily  prevails  among  our  modern 
sectaries,  concerning  the  original  dignity  of  the  Redeem- 
er's nature,  and  the  expiatory  virtue  of  his  sufferings. 
But  in  whatever  degree  the  Jewish  Scriptures  may  be 
useful  for  the  general  confirmation  of  Christianity ;  it  is 
from  their  relation  to  the  gospel,  to  which,  we  have 
been  told  by  the  highest  authority,  the  Mosaick  dispen* 
sation  was  but  a  prelude  or  preparative,  that  they  derive 
the  whole  of  the  importance  which  they  yet  retain.  A 
profound  and  critical  acquaintance  with  them,  is  useful 
only,  as  means  conducive  to  an  end :  and  in  this,  as  in 
other  cases,  every  solid  advantage  will  be  lost,  that 
might  be  reaped  from  the  improvement  of  the  means,  if^ 
in  the  too  assiduous  pursuit  of  these,  we  lose  sight  of 
the  end  to  which  they  should  be  made  subservient.  The 
theology  of  the  Christian  revelation,  is  the  great  object 
to  which  every  other  branch  of  sacred  literature  is  natu- 
rally subordinate.  To  extract  it  from  the  writings  of 
the  apostles  and  evangelists,  connected  with  the  earlier 
revelations ;  to  assert  and  defend  their  genuine  doctrine  j 
to  preserve  it  entire ;  and  to  maintain  it  in  its  native 
purity,  unadulterated  by  the  additions  of  superstition,  un- 
debased  and  undiminished  by  the  refinements  of  philoso- 
phy :  this  is  the  great  business  to  which  those  of  us,  who 
feel  themselves  at  ease  and  in  affluence,  and  masters  of 
the  leisure  which  affluence  affords,  should  consider  their 
talents  and  their  studies  to  be  solemnly  devoted. 
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S.  My  Reverei^d  Brethren,  I  woald  be  understood  ta 
speak  with  sentiments  of  respect,  of  those  whom  I  shall 
take  the  liberty  to  call  the  labouring  part  of  the  parochial 
clergy :  of  those  whose  liTes  are  spent  in  a  constant  at- 
tendance on  the  publick  ceremonies  of  external  worship, 
or  in  the  charitable  and  necessary  business  of  instruct- 
ing the  people  of  the  lower  ranks,  in  the  first  principles 
of  the  doctrine  of  Christ.  Of  these  venerable  men,  of 
iheir  godly  labours,  and  honourable  occupations,  I 
would  be  understood  to  speak  with  reverence  and  re« 
spect  Of  all  the  departments  of  the  sacred  oflBce,  the 
business  of  that  which  it  is  their  lot  to  fill,  is  perhaps  the 
most  immediately  conducive  to  general  edification :  and 
for  the  zeal  and  ability  with  which  it  is  discharged  by 
them,  they  are  justly  entitled  to  the  highest  degrees  of 
veneration  and  esteem.  It  is  matter  of  concern  and 
grief  to  every  serious  Ghristian,  that  their  rewards  in 
this  life  should  but  seldom  correspond,  in  any  fair  pro- 
portion, with  the  worth  of  their  characters,  and  the  im- 
portance  of  their  services.  Thanks  be  to  Him,  of  whom 
the  whole  family  is  named,  their  hope  is  full  of  glory. 
It  is  felt,  I  am  persuaded,  by  themselves,  as  the  heaviest 
inconvenience  of  their  present  situation,  that  their  em- 
ployment, useful  and  honourable  as  it  must  ever  be  con- 
fessed  to  be,  partakes  in  some  degree  of  the  nature  of  a 
worldly  business ;  requiring  a  labour  of  the  body,  and 
a  distracting  intercourse  with  the  world,  which  leave 
little  opportnniiy  for  private  study  and  solitaiy  medita- 
tion. In  circumstances  so  unfriendly  to  literary  im- 
provement, it  redounds  highly  to  their  praise  that  they 
are  so  eminently  well  qualified,  as  they  generally  ap- 
prove themselves  to  be,  to  discharge  the  plain  duty  of 
Gatcchists,  with  credit  to  themselves,  and  advantage  to 
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tbe  charch  of  6od«  To  deliver  the  doctrine  of  the  gos- 
pel io  that  plain  and  general  way,  which^  if  it  were  to 
meet  with  no  opposition  from  the  dispaters  of  the  worlds 
might  be  sufficient  to  give  it  its  full  effect  upon  the  heart 
of  the  hearer.  But  occasions  will  from  time  to  time 
arise,  when  the  truth  must  be  not  only  taught^  but  de- 
fended. The  stubborn  infidel  will  raise  objections  against 
the  first  principles  of  our  faith :  and  objections  must  be 
answered.  The  restless  spirit  of  scepticism  will  sug- 
gest difficulties  in  the  system^  and  create  doubts  about 
the  particulars  of  the  Christian  doctrine :  difficulties 
must  be  removed^  and  doubts  must  be  satisfied.  But 
above  all,  the  scruples  must  be  composed,  which  the  re- 
finements of  a  false  philosophy,  patronized  as  they  are 
in  the  present  age,  by  men  no  less  amiable  for  the  gene, 
ral  purity  of  their  manners,  than  dbtinguished  by  their 
scientifick  attainments,  will  be  too  apt  to  nuse  in  the 
minds  of  the  weaker  brethren.  And  this  is  the  service 
to  which  they,  whom  the  indulgence  of  Providence  hath 
released  from  the  more  laborious  offices  of  the  priesthood, 
stand  peculiarly  engaged.  To  them,  their  more  occu- 
pied brethren  have  a  right  to  look  up,  in  these  emergen- 
cies, for  support  and  succour  in  the  common  cause.  It  is 
for  them  to  stand  forth  the  champions  of  the  common 
faith,  and  the  advocates  of  their  order.  It  is  for  them 
to  wipe  off  the  aspersions  injuriously  cast  upon  the  sons 
of  the  establishment^  as  uninformed  in  the  true  grounds 
of  the  doctrine  which  they  teach,  or  insincere  in  the  belief 
of  it.  To  this  duty  they  are  indispensibly  obliged,  by 
their  providential  exemption  from  work  of  a  harder  kind. 
It  is  the  proper  business  of  the  station  which  is  allotted 
them  in  Christ's  household,  and  deep  will  be  their  shame^ 
and  insupportable  their  punishment,  if;  in  the  great  day 
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of  reckoning  it  sbonid  appear^  that  they  have  received  the 
wages  of  a  service  which  hath  never  been  performed. 

3.  You  will  easily  conjecture^  that  what  has  led  me 
into  these  reflections  is^  the  extraordinary  attempt  which 
hath  been  lately  made^  to  unsettle  the  faitb^  and  to  break 
up  the  constitution  of  every  ecclesiastical  establishment 
in  Ohristendom.  Such  is  the  avowed  object  of  a  recent 
publication^  which  bears  the  title  of  ^<  A  H'lstory  of  the 
Corruptions  of  Christianity;''  among  which  the  Catholick 
doctrine  of  the  Triniiy^  in  the  author's  opinion,  holds  a 
principal  place.  With  what  success  he  hath  attacked 
this  fundamental  article,  and  how  far  he  hath  been  able 
to  invalidate  the  aigument  from  early  and  uniform  tra- 
dition^ this  reverend  assembly  will  be  competent  to 
judge^  from  the  brief  view  which  shall  be  laid  before 
them,  of  the  account  which  he  attempts  to  give  of  the 
rise  and  progress  of  the  doctrine  in  the  three  first  ages, 
accompanied  with  specimei^s  of  the  proofs  by  which  his 
pretended  history^  in  this  part  of  it,  is  supported. 

I. 

1.  The  opinion  which  he  maintains,  is  in  general  the 
same  which  was  first,  I  think,  propagated  in  the  last 
century  by  Daniel  Zuicker,  a  Prussian  physician  of  the 
Socinian  persuasion;  and,  upon  the  authority  of  that 
writer,  hath  been  current  ever  since  among  the  Unitarians 
of  this  country.  ^^That  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  in  the 
form  in  which  it  is  now  maintained,  is  of  no  greater  an- 
tiquity than  the  Nicene  council :  that  it  is  the  result  of  a 
gradual  corruption  of  the  doctrine  of  the  gospel,  which 
took  its  rise  in  au  opinion  first  advanced  in  the  second 
century^  by  certain  converts  from  the  Platonick  school ; 
who,  expounding  the  beginning  of  St  John's  gospel  b}*^ 
the  Platonick  doctrine  of  the  Logos^  ascribed  a  sort  of 
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secondary  divinity  to  our  Saviour,  affirming  tbat  he  wad 
no  other  than  the  second  principle  of  the  Platonick  Triad, 
who  had  assumed  a  human  body  to  converse  with  man : 
that  before  this  innovation,  of  which  Justin  Martyr  is 
made  the  author,  the  faith  of  the  whole  Christian  church, 
but  particularly  of  the  church  of  Jerusalem,  was  sitnply 
and  strictly  Unitarian.  The  immediate  disciples  of  the 
apostles  conceived  our  Saviour  to  be  a  man,  whose  ex* 
istence  commenced  in  the  womb  of  the  Vii^n ;  and  they 
thought  him  in  no  respect  the  object  of  worship.  The 
next  succeeding  race  worshiped  him  indeed,  but  they 
had  however  no  higher  notions  of  his  divinity,  than 
tiiose  which  were  maintained  by  the  followers  of  Arius 
in  the  fourth  century .''  In  short,  the  first  race  of  Chris- 
tians, in  Dr  Priestly's  opinion,  were  Unitarians  in  the 
strictest  sense  of  the  word  :  the  second,  Arians.*  As 
Dr  Priestley  follows  Zuicker  in  these  extravagant  asser- 
tions, so  the  arguments  by.  which  he  would  support 
them,  are  in  all  essential  points  the  same  which  were 
alleged  to  the  same  purpose,  either  by  that  writer,  dr 
by  Simon  Episcopius.  Episcopius,  though  himself  no 
Socinian,  very  indiscreetly  concurred  with  the  Socinians 
of  his  time  in  maintaining,  that  the  opinion  of  the  mere 
humanity  of  Christ,  had  prevailed  very  generally  in  the 
first  ages,  and  was  never  deemed  heretical  by  the  fa« 
thers  of  the  orthodox  persuasion ;  at  least  not  in  such 
degree,  as  to  exclude  from  the  communion  of  the  church. 
The  opinion,  I  believe,  had  its  rise  in  no  worse  principle 
than  the  charitable  temper  of  the  man,  and  his  just 
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*  See  this  brief  Btalement  of  Or  Priestley's  opinioB  defended  aguast  hk  objec< 
tiona  to  it,  in  the  ISth  of  my  Letters  in  Reply. 
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abhorrenoe  of  the  spirit  of  persecutioD^  ^th  which  Chris- 
tUii%  of  eveiy  deflomination^  were  in  his  time  much  ia« 
fected :  which  is  indeed  itself^  of  all  heresies^  by  far  the 
moat  raalignanty  being  that  most  opposite  to  the  general 
pbtlaothropy,  which  is  the  root  of  all  social  virtue^  and 
the  highest  ornament  of  the  Christian  profession.  Epis^ 
copios  wished,  as  every  good  man  must  wish,  to  see  a 
general  toleration  established ;  which  he  thought  could 
not  be  more  effectually  recommended^  than  by  the  ex- 
ample  of  the  harmony  which  subsisted  among  Christians 
in  the  earliest  ages.  The  force  of  his  example,  he  would 
natorally  think  improved,  in  proportion  as  the  idea  of  the 
harmony  was  hei^tened,  as  the  controversies  of  the  first 
Christians  were  magnified  and  multiplied.  These  sen- 
timents, inclined  him  to  credit  as  historians  the  same 
writersy  whom,  as  divines,  he  held  in  little  estimation. 
He  gave  easy  credit  to  Unitarian  writers,  when  they  re- . 
jmsented  the  differences  of  opinion  in  the  early  churches, 
as  mncb  greater  than  ever  really  obtained  $  and  the  ten- 
derness for  sectaries,  as  more  than  was  ever  practised ; 
and  while  he  opposed  their  doctrine,  he  vouched  their 
story.  The  purposes  of  charity  had  been  better  served, 
without  injury  to  the  cause  of  truth,  had  the  talents  of 
this  able  writer  been  employed,  to  set  the  doctrine  of 
nniversal  toleration  on  its  only  firm  and  proper  basis : 
to  show,  (hat  although  in  dubious  points  of  doctrine,  the 
judgment  of  antiquity,  wherever  it  is  clear,  must  be  al- 
lowed to  be  decisive ;  yet  the  just  severity  of  the  primi- 
tive church  towards  the  refractory  hereticks,  whose  vi- 
sionary doctrines,  joined  with  their  contempt  of  apostolick 
anthori^,  disgraced  the  rising  community,  and  obstruct- 
ed the  propagation  of  the  truth ;  constitutes  no  example 
for  tiie  control  of  fiur  inquiry;  or  for  the  punishment  of 
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mere  specalaii^'e  heresy  in  these  latter  times ;  by  any 
harsher  means  than  the  necessary  exclusion  of  dissenters 
from  the  honours  and  emoluments  of  national  establish- 
ments.  Had  the  opinion  which  he  chose  to  adopt  been 
true^  Simon  Episcopiusi  with  his  scanty  knowledge  of 
ecclesiastical  antiquities^  was  but  ill  qualified  to  main- 
tain it.  False  and  groundless  as  it  was,  his  natural 
acuteness  enabled  him  to  furnish  the  Socinians  of  his 
time,  whose  cause  in  the  doctrinal  part  he  little  thought 
to  serve;  with  the  best  arguments  that  have  ever  been 
produced  on  the  Unitarian  side  of  the  questioo.  Our 
modern  historian,  in  support  of  his  ima^nary  progress 
of  opinions  from  the  Unitarian  doctrine  to  the  Nicene 
faith,  hath  produced  few,  if  any  arguments,  which  make 
directly  for  his  purpose,  but  what  are  to  be  found  in  the 
writings  either  of  Znicker  or  Episcopius.  Nor  is  a 
single  argument  to  be  found  in  the  writings  either  of 
Zuicker  or  Episcopius^  which  is  not  unanswerably  con- 
futed by  our  learned  Dr  Qeorgd  Bull,  afterwards  Lord 
Bishop  of  St  David's,  in  three  celebrated  treatises, 
which  deserve  the  particular  attention  of  every  one,  who 
would  take  upon  him  to  be  either  a  teacher  or  an  histo- 
rian of  the  Christian  faith.  The  first,  <<  A  Defence  of 
the  Nicene  faith  ;'^  the  second,  <^  ^fhe  Judgment  of  the 
Oatholick  church,  in  the  first  ages,  concerning  the  necessi- 
ty of  believing  that  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  is  very  Gk>d ;'' 
the  third,  '^  The  Primitive  and  Apostolical  tradition 
concerning  the  true  Divinity  of  Jesus  Christ.'^ 

S.  It  seems  very  extraordinary,  that  any  one  should 
presume  to  revive  the  defeated  arguments  of  Zuicker  and 
Episcopins,  without  attempting  to  make  them  good  against 
the  objections  of  a  writer  of  Dr  BulFs  eminence.  Nor  is 
it  easy  to  conceive^  what  apology  can  be  made;  for  what 
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fhoald  seem  to  gross  an  insalt  on  the  teaming  and  dis- 
canmeHt  of  the  Jige ;  unless  it  be,  that  Dr.  Priestley 
ima^nesi  that  although  he  hath  abstained  from  a  parti* 
cnbr  discussion  ^  Dr.  Bull's  ai^uments,  he  hath  ia 
efisct  anflWf»»d  themi  by  the  new  light  which  he  per« 
loades  tiimself  lie  has  thrown  upcm  the  subject :  tiiat  by 
flie  evidence  which  he  thinks  he  hath  brou^t  of  the 
troth  of  Itts  own  narrative,  in  every  branch  of  it,  he  sup. 
poses  that  he  hath  virtually  replied  to  all  objections :  (hat 
he  bath  conftrmed  the  assumptions  from  which  Zukker 
and  £pi8Copiu9  reasoned,  which  Dr.  Bull  pretended  to 
deny :  and  that,  by  cenfirming  tiieur  assumptions,  he  hath 
mde  good  their  aiguments,  althoo^  he  may  have  taken 
no  notice  of  their  learned  antagonist.     Whai  new  illus« 
iratioos  the  subject  hath  received  from  Dr.  Priestley's 
labours,  vrill  b^t  appear  from  specimens  of  the  argu- 
wnts  by  which  he  would  support  his  three  principal 
aisamptions :  namely,  that  the  first  Ghristians  were  Uni« 
turians  ia  the  strictest  sense  of  the  word  ;  that  the  deity 
of  Christ  was  first  taught  by  a  Platonizing  sect;  and  that 
the  doctrine  which  they  introduced,  was  the  very  same 
he  which,  in  a  later  age,  Arius  was  condemned.    If 
Ub  proof  of  these  fundamental  propositions  should  be 
feand  to  rest  upon  precarious  assumptions,  perverted 
bisiory,  misconstrued  and  misapplied  quotations ;  if  his 
&cts  should  appear  to  be  confuted  by  his  own  authori- 
fies,  and  his  conclusious  to  be  defeated  by  bis  own  ar- 
gaments ;  if  the  resemblance  between  the  Ghristiau  and 
(be  Platomck  Trinity,  should  appear  to  be  no  mark  of 
corruption  in  the  prevailing  opinions;  the  GathoUdc 
fiuth,  which  hath  heretofore  sustained  so  many  rude  as- 
saults, win  hardly  find  its  mortal  wound  in  the  stroke 
which  Dr.  Fricsdey  imagines  he  hath  inflicted. 
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8.  The  first  ai^Qment  which  is  {Hrodoced  in  rapport 
ef  the  first  assertion,  <^  that  the  faith  of  the  first  Chris* 
tians  was  simply  Unitarian/'  is  built  upon  an  assump- 
tion, which,  could  it  be  proved  to  be  true,  would  indeed 
render  the  conclusion  obvious  and  inevitable :  <^  That 
the  doctrine  of  our  Lord's  mere  humanity,  is  the  clear 
doctrine  of  the  Scriptures,  and  that  the  apostles  never 
taught  any  other."*  It  will  easily  be  granted,  that  the 
apostles  never  taught  the  contrary  of  any  doctrine  tliat 
is  clearly  delivered  in  their  writings ;  and  that  the  faith 
of  the  first  converts,  was  a  belief  of  neither  more  nor  less 
than  the  apostles  taught.  So  that  the  sense  of  tho 
Scriptures  in  any  article  iieing  once  clearly  ascertained^ 
the  argument  from  the  clear  confessed  sense  of  Scripture 
io  the  preaching  of  the  apostles,  and  from  the  preachiog 
of  the  apostles  to  the  primitive  faith,  will  be  firm  and 
valid*  JBut  the  professed  object  of  our  learned  adversa* 
ry's  undertaidng,  requires  an  ailment,  that  should  go 
the  contrary  way :— -from  the  primitive  faith  to  the  sense 
of  the  Scriptures.  It  is  the  professed  object  of  bis  un- 
dertaking, to  exhibit  a  view  of  the  gradual  ehanges  of 
opinbns,  in  order  to  ascertain  the  faith  of  the  first  ages : 
and  he  would  ascertain  the  faith  of  the  first  ages,  in 
order  to  settle  the  sense  of  the  Scriptures  in  disputed 
points.  He  is  therefore  not  at  liberty,  to  assume  any 
sense  of  the  Scriptures,  which,  because  it  is  his  own,  he 
may  be  pleased  to  call  the  clear  sense,  for  a  proof  that 
the  original  faith  was  such,  as  would  confirm  the  sense 
Jie  wishes  to  establish.  His  sense  of  the  Scriptureaf^ 
not  being  acknowledged  by  the  majority  of  the  Chris- 
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iian  cliaich^  whatever  may  be  his  own  jadgment  of  itg 
clearDess^  it  can  only  pass  for  a  particular  interpretation. 
When  this  particular  interpretation  is  alleged^  in  prooS 
that  the*  original  faith  of  the  eharch  of  Jerasalem  waa 
aach  as  might  justify  that  interpretation ;  the  middlt^ 
term  of  the  ai^meot  is  no  otherwise  confirmed^  than  by 
an  assumption  of  the  principal  natter  in  debate  :  and  so 
long  as  the  sixth-page  of  the  fir^t  volamet  of  Dr  Priestley^a 
history  shalLbe  extant^  the  mafiters  of  the^  dialectick  art^ 
will  be  at  no^loss  for  an  example  of  the  circulating  syl«. 
logisuL  To  Dr  Priestley^  it  may  be  very  clear^  that 
when^St  John^  speaking  of  the  Logos,  of  which  hAha4 
already  affirmed,  that  it  waa  in  the  begiuniug,  says,^ 
^  Thia  person"-  (for  that  is  the  natural  force  of  the  Greek 
pronoun  ivrof  ^)  ^^  Thi»  persoa  was  in  the  beginniug  with 
God ;  all  tliiugis  were  made  by  him,  and  without  him  waa 
not  any  thing  made  that  was  made :''  it  may  be  very  clear 
to  Dr  Priestley,  that  St  John,  apeaking  of  the  Logos  as 
of  a  person  who  had  been  from  the  beginning,  and  had 
done  these  great  things  4  means  to  affirm  that  the  Logos 
18  no  person ;  nor  is,  otherwise  than  in«a  figurative  sense^ 
to  be  called  an  agent  in  any  business  ^  that  he  means  to 
contradict  those^  who  held  that  the  Logos  was  any  thing 
more  than  an  attrtbnte  of  the  Divine  mind  ;  to  silence 
them ;  to  extingubh^  thttr  pre&ne-  innovation,  by  his 
definitive  sentence  upon  the  question  :  and  that  when  he 
speaks  of  eternity,  as  belonging  to  the  Logos  as  a  per- 
son, it  is,  that  this  was  the  most-  explicit  way,  in  which 
he  could  give  the  Christian  church  to  understand,  thai 
eternity  is  only  accidental  to  the  Logos,  the  substance  to 
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which  it  properly  belongs^  being  that  minff  of  which  tiie 
lidgos  itself  k  mly  another  attribute.*  It  may  be  very 
clear  to  Br  Priestley^s  apprehension;  that  when  S%  Paul 
affirms  of  Ghrist,  that  he  is  the  '<  image  ef  the  invisible 
God,  the  first  bom  of  every  creature^  by  whom  all  things 
were  created/^  and  explains  in  what  extent  the  words 
^  all  things''  are  to  be  understood;  by  an  enumeration 
of  the  constituent  parts,  and  governing  powers  of  the 
universe ;  *<  things  in  heaven  and  things  in  earth,  visible 
and  invisible,  whether  they  be  thrones,  or  dominions,  or 
principalities;  or  powers;  all  things  were  created  by  him 
and  for  him,  and  he  is  before  all  things^  and  by  him  all 
things  consist  ;"t  **  n**y  ^^  ^T  clear  to  Dr  Priestley, 
that  St  Paul;  in  these  expressions;  would  be  understood 
to  assert;  that  Christ  was  nothing  more  than  a  mau;  and 
was  no  otherwise  the  creator  of  any  thing;  than  as  he 
was  the  founder  of  the  Christian  church.  All  this  may 
be  very  clear  to  Dr  Priestley's  apprehension ;  and  equal 
to  the  clearness  of  the  apprehension;  which  he  imagines 
he  enjoys,  that  (his  was  ^  doctrine  of  the  apostles,  will 
be  the  confidence  of  his  persuasion;  that  it  was  also  the 
faith  of  their  first  converts.  But  to  others,  who  have  not 
the  sagacity  to  discern;  that  the  true  meaning  of  an  in-^ 
spired  writer  must  be  the  reverse  c^the  natural  and  ob-^ 
▼ious  sense  of  the  expressions  which  he  employs;  the 
force  of  the  conclusion;  that  the  primitive  Christians 
could  not  believe  our  Lord  to  be  more  than  a  mere  man, 
because  the  apostles  had  told  them  he  was  the  Creator 
<tf  the  universe;  w91  be  little  understood. 
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4t.  Anoilier  argument  is  built  upon  a  pretended  silence 
of  St  John,  about  the  error  of  those  who  maintained  the 
mere  humani^  of  Christ,^  in  his  first  epistle :  in  which 
he  is  supposed  to  censure  those^  who  believed  Christ  to 
be  a  man  only  in  appearance,  in  the  severest  manner ; 
but  upon  those  who  believed  him  to  be  nothing  more 
than  man,  the  apostle,  as  he  is  understood  by  Dr  Priest* 
ley,  passes  no  censure.  From  which  it  is  to  be  conclu- 
ded, that  the  latter  opinion  is  no  error^  but  the  very 
truth  of  the  gospel. 

S.  Bat  here  the  question  is,  whether  the  opinion  of 
Christ's  mere  humanity  is  really  passed  over  by  St 
John^  as  Dr  Priestley  supposes,  uncensured  and  unno- 
ticed. This  question  will  be  differently  resolved,  ac- 
cording  as  different  interpretations  of  the  apostle's  ex- 
presaions  are  adopted.  This  argument,  therefore,  is  of 
the  same  complexion  with  the  former,  and  labours  under 
the  same  defect.  A  particular  sense  of  the  epistle  is 
alleged,  in  proof  of  a  pretended  fact ;  which  fact  must 
itself  support  the  interpretation.  ^^  Every  spirit,''  says 
8t  John,  **  which  confesses  that  Jesus  Christ  is  come  in 
the  flesh,  is  of  God."t  <^  That  is,"  says  Dr  Priestley, 
'^  every  spirit  is  of  Ood,  that  confesses  fliat  Jesus  Christ 
is  truly  a  man."j:  But  it  should  seem,  that  the  propo- 
sition that  he  was  truly  a  man,  if  he  was  nothing  more 
than  man,  is  very  awkwardly  and  unnaturally  expressed 
by  the  phrase  of  his  ^^  coming  in  the  flesh :"  for  in  what 
sUier  way  was  it  possible  for  a  mere  man  to  come  ?  The 
torn  of  die  expression  seems  to  lead  to  the  notion  of  a 
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beings  who  bad  bis  choice  of  different  ways  of  coining  ; 
a  notion  which  is  implied  in  other  passages  of  holy  writ^ 
and  is  explicitly  expressed  in  a  book  little  inferior  in  au- 
thority to  the  canonical  writings ;  in  the  first  epistle  of 
Clemens  Romanus ;  in  a  passage  of  that  epistle  which  Dr 
Priestley^  somewhat  unfortunately  for  his  cause^  hath 
chosen  for  the  basis  of  an  argumeni  of  that  holy  father's 
heterodoxy.  ^^The  sceptre  of  the  majesty  of  6od/^ 
'  says  Clemens^  '^  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ,  came  not  in  the 
pomp  of  pride  and  arrogance,  although  he  had  it  in  fttr 
fawerJ^*  Clemens,  it  seems,  conceived,  that  the  man- 
ner of  coming,  was  in  the  power  and  choice  of  the  per* 
son  who  was  to  come.  St  John's  expressions  evidently 
lead  tb  the  same  notion*  It  should  seem,  therefore,  that 
8t  John's  assertions,  concerning  the  spirits  that  maintaia 
or  deny  that  Jesus  is  come  in  the  flesh,  that  the  one  are 
of  God,  and  the  other  of  antichrist,  wore  levelled,  not 
singly  at  the  heresy  of  the  DocekBy  as  Dr  Priestley  im« 
agines,  but  equally  at  that  and  at  another  branch  of  tha 
"^Gnostick  heresy,  which  ^vided  Jesus  Chrbt  into  two 
persons:  Jesus,  who  was  supposed  to  be  a  mere  man^ 
the  son  of  Mary  by  her  husband  Joseph  ;  and  the  Christ, 
a  divine  being,  who  was  considered  as  the  genius,  or 
tutelary  angel  of  the  man  ;  not  however  so  united  with 
the  man,  as  to  constitute  one  person,  or  to  partake  of  the 
Bian's  sufferings.  The  first  epistle  of  Si  John,  asserts 
the  doctrine  of  a  true  and  proper  incarnation,  in  opposi* 
tion  to  the  extravagancies  of  both  these  sects.  The 
apostle  makes  the  acknowledgment  of  the  incarnation^ 
in  which  both  an  antecedent  divinity  and  an  assumed 
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Innniiitj  are  implied^  the  criterion  by  wbich  the  true 
teachers  are  to  be  distiDguished  from  the  false.  And  in 
the  positive  assertion  of  the  iii€amati<m^  and  the  express 
censure  of  the  opposite  doctrine  as  antichristian^  he  re- 
probates the  notion  of  Christ's  mere  humanity^  in  the 
only  sense  in  which  we  have  any  certain  evidence  that 
be  lived  te  see  it  maintained.  It  appears^  therefore^ 
that  to  confess  that  ^  Jesus  Christ  is  come  in  the  flesh/'* 
and  to  affirm  that  Jesus  Christ  is  truly  a  man^  are  pro* 
positions  not  perfectly  equivalent.  Dr  Priestley  indeed 
bath  shown  himself  very  sensible  of  the  difference.  He 
would  not  otherwise  have  found  it  necessary^  for  the 
improvement  of  his  argument,  in  reciting  the  third  versa 
of  the  fourth  chapter  of  St  John's  first  epistle^  to  change 
the  expressions  which  he  found  in  the  publick  transla^ 
tion^  for  others  which  correspond  far  less  exactly  with 
the  Greek  text.  For  the  words  <^  Jesus  Christ  is  come 
in  the  fleshy"  Dr  Priestley  substitutes  these^  ^^  Jesus 
Christ  is  come  of  the  flesh.^f  That  he  is  come  in  the 
fleshy  and  that  he  is  come  of  the  fleshy  are  two  very  dis- 
tinct propositions.  The  one  affirms  an  incarnation ;  the 
other  a  mortal  extraction.  The  first  is  St  John's  asser- 
tion ;  the  second  is  Dr  Priestley's.  Perhaps  Dr  Priest- 
ky  hath  discovered  of  St  John  as  of  St  Paul,  that  his 
reasoning  is  sometimes  inconclusive^  and  his  language 
inaccurate:  and  he  might  think  it  no  unwarrantable 
liberty  to  correct  an  expression,  which,  as  not  perfectly 
corresponding  with  bis  own  system,  he  could  not  en- 
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approte.  It  would  kave  bem  bat  fair  to  adver« 
ti^e  his  readers  of  so  capital  an  emeBdation ;  an  eaMD« 
dation  for  wkioh  no  support  is  to  be  found  in  the  Greek 
text,  nor  even  in  the  varietifis  of  any  mannficripts.  We 
are  informed  indeed  by  Socrates  the  historian,^  (and 
bis  testimony  b  oonirmed  by  the  Latin  of  tiie  vnlgate,) 
of  a  very  conffiderable  variety  of  some  of  the  ancient 
manuscripts.  But  it  is  such  as  only  serves  to  prove, 
that  the  principal  object  of  this  epistle  of  St  John,  was 
understood  in  the  primitive  churchy  to  be  the  confutation 
of  the  Oerintliian  Onosticks ;  the  sect  which  divided 
Christ  into  two  persmis,  of  which  they  made  Jesus  a 
mere  man ;  differing  in  this,  essentially  from  the  Ooceta^, 
who  made  the  body  of  the  man  Jesus  a  mere  ^antom. 

6,  And  iHiis  view  of  St  John's  efrfstle,  receives  a 
further  confirmation  irom  the  genuine  epistles  of  Ignatius. 
In  these,  the  error  of  the  Bocetm,  which  Dr  Priestley 
supposes  to  be  the  sole  object  of  St  John's  epistle,  is 
indeed  particularly  censured.  But  lest,  in  asserting  the 
truth  of  our  Liord's  humanity,  he  should  be  understood 
to  support  the  opinion  of  his  mere  humanity^  the  holy 
Father  hardly  ever  mentions  Christ,  without  introducing 
some  explicit  assertion  of  his  Divinity,  or  without  join- 
ing  with  the  name  of  Christ,  some  epithet  in  which  it  is 
implied. 

7.  The  mention  of  Ignatius  having  occurred,  it  were 
unpardonable  not  to  suggest  to  the  recollection  of  this 
learned  assembly,  one  passage  in  particular  in  the  epistle 
to  the  Magnesians,  in  which  the  eternal  existence  of  the 
Word,  as  a  distinct  person  from  the  Father,  is  asserted 
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in  (ernis^  which,  thoagh  highly  figurative^  are  perfectly 
anequivocal :  There  is  one  God^  who  hath  manifested 
himself  through  Jesus  Christ  his  Son,  who  is  his  eternal 
Word,  who  came  not  forth  from  silence.^^*  The  name 
of  Uie  Logos,  led  the  early  fathers  to  conceive  the  gene* 
ration  of  the  Son  as  an  utterance ;  or,  at  least,  to  speak 
of  it  under  that  figure ;  as  on  the  contrary,  the  hereticks^ 
who  denied  the  eternity  of  the  Son,  described  the  period 
preceding  his  generation  as  a  time  of  silence^  Under 
that  figure,  Ignatius  speaks  of  the  generation  of  the  Sou 
in  this  passage  :  and  he  affirms,  that  no  period  of  silence 
had  preceded  the  utterance  of  the  eternal  Word.  Or,  if 
it  should  seem  more  reasonable  to  suppose  an  allusion^ 
in  these  expressions  of  Ignatius,  to  the  Sige  of  tho 
Gnosticks,  the  consort  of  their  ButhoSf  upon  whom  the 
Mons  were  engendered ;  and  to  understand  the  holy 
fiUher  as  maintaining  the  immediate  connexion  of  the 
Father  and  the  Son,  unbroken  by  the  intervention  of 
any  such  intermediate  intelligencies,  as  the  impious  the- 
ogony  of  the  Gnosticks  interposed ;  still  the  eternity  of 
the  Son  is  asserted.  For  the  passage,  in  this  view  of  it, 
amounts  to  this  disjunctive  proposition :  '<  The  Son^s 
existence  holds  not  of  the  Father's  by  any  such  remote 
relation  as  these  fabulous  genealogies  describe ;  but  he 
18  the  eternal  Logos  of  the  Paternal  mind.''  According 
to  either  interpretation,  the  passage  contains  an  evident 
assertion  of  the  divinity  of  the  Son  of  God.  And  this 
assertion  being  found  in  the  writings  of  Ignatius,  the 
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familiar  friend  and  companion  c^  the  apostles^  wbo  raf- 
fered  martyrdom  so  early  as  in  the  sixteenth  year  of  the 
second  century,  and  had  been  appointed  to  the  bishop^ 
rick  of  Antioch  full  thirfy  yeara  before ;  it  is  an  unan« 
swerable  confutation  of  our  author's  confident  assertions, 
that  <<  we  find  nothing  like  divinity  ascribed  to  Jesus 
Christ  before  Justin  martyr/'*  and  ^<  that  all  the  ear« 
ly  fathers  speak  of  Christy  as  not  having  existed  al- 

ways/'t 

8.  We  Ivive  seen  the  sort  and  fashion  of  the  argn* 

ment,  which,  in  proof  of  his  first  assertion,  Dr  Priestley 
builds  on  holy  writ.  Let  ns  take  a  view  of  those  which 
lie  hath  drawn  from  other  writers. 

9.  One  principal  aipiment,  <<  that  the  primitive  cbnrch 
of  Jerusalem  was  properly  Unitarian/'  maintaining  the 
simple  humanity  of  Christ,  is  this ; — <^  Athanasios  him* 
self  was  so  far  from  denying  it,"  says  Dr  Priestley, 
^<  that  he  endeavours  to  account  for  it,  by  saying," — 
'^  that  all  the  Jews  were  so  firmly  persuaded  that  their 
Messiah  was  to  be  nothing  more  than  a  man  like  them, 
selves,  that  the  apostles  were  obliged  to  use  great  can* 
tion  in  divulging  the  doctrine  of  the  proper  divinity  of 
Christ"*  The  latter  clause  of  the  sentence,  which 
contains  what  Athanasius  is  supposed  to  have  said,  is 
marked  with  inverted  commas ;  which  should  seem  tO 
intimate,  that  it  is  an  exact  translation  of  some  passagpi 
in  the  holy  father's  writings :  and  the  lower  margin  of 
Dr  Priestleys's  book,  refers  to  Atbanasius's  celebrated 
piece  on  the  orthodoxy  of  his  predecessor,  Dionysius. 
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Now  in  this  piece  upon  the  orthodoxy  of  Dionysias, 
Athanasius  no  where^  I  confess,  denies  that  the  primi* 
tive  chnrch  of  Jerasalem  was^  Unitarian.  Nor,  on  the 
other  hand,  do  I  recollect  that  Dr  Priestley  hath  as- 
wrted  it,  in  any  part  of  his  ^*  History  of  Electricity,'^ 
The  troth  is,  that  in  either  of  these  valuable  works^ 
the  faith  of  the  primitive  church  of  Jerusalem  never 
comes  in  question.  In  the  defence  of  Dionysius,  not  a 
•ingle  passage  is  to  be  found,  which  may  be  fairly  un- 
deretood  as  a  tacit  confession,  that  the  primitive  faith 
of  the  church  of  Jerusalem  was  Unitarian  :  much  less 
is  there  any  attempt  to  account  for  its  supposed  hetero* 
doxy.  Athanasius  says  indeed  of  the  Jews  of  the  apos- 
tolick  age,  that  is,  of  the  unbelievhig  Jews,  (for  Atha- 
nasioe  is  a  writer  who  calla  things  by  their  names ; 
and  when  he  speaks  of  Jews,,  means  not,  as  Dr  Priestley 
woold  persuade  us,*  Jewish  Ghristians,  except  when 
be  sanumticaHy  gives  the  Arians  the  name  of  Jews,  as 
leserabling  the  Jews,  in  his  judgment,  in  an  obstinate 
denial  of  the  Linrd  who  bought  them ;  but  otherwise, 
when  he  speaks  his  usual,  plain,  unjGgured  language, 
the  unconverted  Jews  of  the  apostolick  age  are  they,  of 
whom  he  says,)  that  they  had  so  little  insight  into  the 
trae  meaning  of  the  prophecies,  as  to  look  for  nothing 
more  than  a  man  in  the  promised  Messiah.  He  says, 
that  this  error  of  the  Jews  had  been  the  means  of  spread- 
ing  the  like  mistake  among  the  Gentiles  ;  meaning  pro« 
bably  the  proselytes  of  the  Gate ;  who,  acknowledging 
in  some  degree  the  divinity  of  the  Jewish  Scriptures, 
looked  for  the  completion  of  the  prophecies,  and  were 
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the  first  Gentiles  to  whom  the  preaching  of  the  apos- 
ties  was  addressed.    These  Gentiles^  with  something 
of  the  Jewish  faith,  it  may  easily  be  supposed,  bad 
imbibed  many  of  the  Jewish  errors ;  and  among  others, 
as  Athanasius  imagines,  the  expectation  of  a  Messiah 
of  mortal  extraction.    This  general  mistake,  he  says^ 
made  it  necessary,  that  the  apostles,  in  their  first  pub- 
lick  sermons,  should  insist  largely  on  the  miracles  of 
our  Saviour's  life  on  earth,  before  they  entered  into  a 
detail  of  the  particulars  of  the  gospel  doctrine,  or  ex« 
plained  what  sort  of  person  the  promised  Messiah  was 
to  be,  and  Jesus  was.  .  For  their  doctrine  upon  that  ar- 
ticle was  not  likely  to  meet  with  credit,  till  their  divine 
commission  to  teach  it  was  acknowledged,  and  their 
Master's  general  claim  to  the  character  of  the  Messiah^ 
whatever  that  might  be,  previously  admitted.    The  ex- 
ample of  the  apostles'  practice  in  this  particular  is  alle- 
ged,  to  show  what  prudence  requires  of  every  preacher 
of  the  gospel ;  who  must  allow  liimself  to  be  determined 
in  the  arrangement  of  his  matter,  the  choice  of  his  topicks^ 
and  the  composition  of  his  language,  by  the  degree  ot 
previous  knowledge,  and  the  state  of  opinions,  whichi 
may  actually  obtain  among  those  to  whom  his  instruc- 
tions are  addressed.    What  the  ignorant  will  most  easi- 
ly apprehend,  must  be  first  taught :  those  points,  which 
are  supposed  to  be  most  generally  misunderstood,  most 
be  most  particularly  explained :  and  the  truth  must  be 
conveyed  in  that  language,  which  may  the  most  evident- 
ly show  its  disagreement  with  any  false  opinions,  to 
which  the  hearer  may  be  particularly  addicted.    Atluu 
nasius  contends,  that  upon  these  principles  Dionysins 
was  to  be  justified,  if  he  dwelt  more  on  the  topick  of 
our  Lord's  humiliation^  than  on  that  of  his  divinity  i 
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the  SaLellian  heresy  being  the  error  with  which  Diony- 
sius  was  engaged.     The  consideration  that  the  So*; 
became  man^  afforded  the  most  obvious  proof  that  he 
was  not  the  Father:  and  the  Sabellians  were  to  be 
convinced,  that  the  Word  was  made  fleshy  gross,  corrup- 
tible flesh,  before  they  could  be  brought  to  acknowledge 
that  he  was  God  of  God.     Athanasius  shows,  that,  in 
the  controversy  with  these  hereticks,  Dionysius  was  in* 
evitably  led  to  the  use  of  expressions,  which  the  Arian 
party  interpreted  in  their  own  favour ;  though  Diony. 
sins  always  disclaimed  the  sense,  to  which  his  words 
were  wrested.     He  contends,  that  to  tax  Dionysius 
with  a  propensity  to  the  Arian  party,  on  account  of 
these  expressions,  were  no  less  unreasonable  and  inja- 
rioas,  than  it  would  be  to  entertain  the  like  suspicion 
of  the  apostles  themselves ;  because  they  had  found  it 
necessary  to  persuade  the  Jews,  that  Jesus  had  been 
approved  of  God,  by  signs  and  wonders,  as  a  man^ 
before  they  could  hope  to  persuade  them,  that  he  was 
80  much  more  than  man,  that  his  being  found  in  fashion 
as  a  man,  was  really  the  most  extraordinary  part  of  his 
history  and  character.    It  is  in  no  other  way  than  this^ 
that  Athanasius  speaks  of  the  apostles,  as  teaching  the 
Jews  the  humanity  of  Christ.    The  holy  father  never 
speaks  of  any  caution  which  they  used  in  divulging 
the  doctriue  of  his  full  divinity ;  unless  an  historian's 
distribation  of  the  matter  of  his  narrative,  or  a  master's 
accommodation  of  his  lessons  to  the  previous  attainments 
of  bis  pupils,  is  to  be  called  a  caution  of  divulging, 
what,  in  the  natural  order  of  tradition,  is  to  be  the  last 
disclosed.    Was  it  ever  said  of  Livy,  that  he  relates 
the  tragedy  of  Lucretia's  death,  from  a  caution  of  divul* 
ging  the  expulsion  of  the  Tarquins?    Of  Porphyry, 
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that  he  treats  of  the  five  words^  from  a  caution  of  dival. 
ging  the  doctrine  of  the  Categories  ?  The  beginning  of 
every  story  must  be  first  told — ^The  easiest  part  of  ev- 
ery science  must  be  first  taught  Of  the  great  ability 
and  judgment,  with  which  the  apostles  conducted  the 
first  preaching  of  the  gospel ;  of  their  happy  art  in  the 
perspicuous  arrangement  of  their  lofty  argument ;  with 
what  readiness  they  led  their  catechumens  on^  from  the 
simplest  principles  to  the  highest  mysteries ;  of  this  con* 
aommate  ability  of  the  apostles  in  the  capacity  of  teach* 
erS|  Athanasius  speaks  with  due  commendation.  Their 
caution  he  never  mentions.  On  the  contrary^  the  rapid 
progress  of  their  instruction^  how  they  passed  at  once 
from  the  detail  of  our  Lord's  life  on  earthy  to  the  mys- 
tery of  his  Godhead^  is  one  principal  branch  of  his  en« 
comium.  1  wish  that  Dr  Priestley  had  produced  the 
passage^  in  which  he  thinks  the  apostles  are  taxed  with 
caution ;  and  of  which  he  certainly  imagines  (he  would 
not  otherwise  have  led  his  reader  to  imagine)  he  hath 
given  an  exact  translation.* 

10.  Nearly  allied  to  this  argument  from  Athanasius'* 
omissions  to  deny,  is  another  from  Epiphanius's  omission 
lo  assert.  ^^  Epiphanius^  in  his  account  of  the  Naza- 
renes — makes  no  mention  of  any  of  them  believing  the 
divinity  of  Christ  in  any  sense  of  the  word/'f  It  is 
granted.  Epiphanius,  in  his  account  of  these  ancient 
hereticks4  makes  indeed  no  mention^  that  fliey  believed 


*  See  the  puiage  prodaeed  and  critfeally  eumiaed,  in  the  foarth  of  Dr  Priestley'e 
fint  Letters  to  me^  the  eleventh  of  mgr  Letters  in  reply,  and  tlie  tenth  of  Dr  Pricsi- 
ley's  seeond  Letters;  nod  in  mj  renmrks  upon  Dr  Fritfstlej's  seoond  Lett«rs,— » 
PartU.  ehap.  i.  see.  11. 
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the  divinify  of  Christ  in  any  sense  of  the  wolrd.  But 
what  is  this  no-mentian  which  Epiphanius  makes,  and 
of  what  importance  is  it  to  our  author's  system?  It  is 
only  that  £piphanins  confesses,  that  he  had  no  certain 
information,  what  the  opinion  of  the  Nazarenes  might 
be  apoa  this  article.  He  had  described  them  in  general 
as  a  sect  half  Jew  and  half  Christian :  not  Jews,  because 
they  had  something  of  a  belief  in  Christ :  not  Christians, 
because  they  lived  in  bondage  to  the  ritual  law.  ^<  But 
concerning  Christ,^'  he  says,  <<I  cannot  say  whether 
they  think  him  a  mere  man ;  or  affirm,  as  the  truth  is^ 
that  he  was  begotten  of  Mary  by  the  Holy  Ghost.''*  It 
is  thus,  and  thus  only,  that  Epiphanius  makes  no  men^ 
Hon  of  the  belief  of  the  Nazarenes  in  Christ's  divinity. 
Bat  he  equally  makes  no  mention  of  their  disbelief. 
And  had  it  been  Dr  Priestley's  point  to  prove,  that  the 
Nazarenes  held  the  Nicene  faith  upon  the  subject  of  the 
Trini^,  he  might  have  alleged,  with  equal  fairness 
aad  propnety^  Epiphanias's  no-mention  of  their  hete- 
fodoxy. 

11.  Indeed,  {hat  they  were  believers  in  our  Lord's 
divinity,  were  the  fairer  conclusion  from  the  neutrality 
of  Epiphanios's  evidence.  It  was  little  the  temper  of 
the  age  in  which  Epiphanius  lived ;  it  was  little  the 
temper  of  Epiphanius,  to  think  or  to  speak  favourably 
of  thooe  who  were  deemed  hereticks.  It  was  rather  the 
practioe  to  a^ravate  and  to  multiply  their  eiTors,  and 
to  vilify  their  characters :   to  charge  them  upon  the 
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slightest  groonds  with  every  enormity,  both  in  faith  and 
practice.     It  is  very  unlikely^  that  Epiphanius  would 
have  been  so  tender  of  the  reputation  of  these  Nazarenes, 
as  to  confess  his  want  of  information  about  their  opinions 
of  the  nature  of  Christ,  had  there  been  the  least  ground 
to  suspect,  or  had  there  been  so  much  as  a  suspi- 
cion current  in  his  times,  although  it  had  been  founded 
only  on  a  general  bad  opinion  of  the  sect,  that  they 
were  heretical  in  this  article.    A  general  clamoar,  or 
the  bare  assertion  of  an  earlier  writer,  would  have  fixed 
the  imputation,  without  any  nice  inquiry  into  the  evi- 
dence by  which  the  charge  might  be  supported.  And  since 
Epiphanius  confesses,  that  he  had  no  ground  to  say  that 
these  Nazarenes  held  Christ  to  be  a  mere  man ;  the  pre- 
sumption is,  that  he  ought  to  have  said,  that  they  affirmed^ 
as  the  truth  is,  that  he  was  begotten  of  Mary,  by  the  Holy- 
Ghost.  But  to  affirm,  ^^  as  the  truth  is,  that  he  was  begot« 
ten  of  Mary,  by  the  Holy  Ghost,^'  in  Epiphanius's  sense 
of  those  words,  was  a  full  confession  of  his  divinity.    Bo 
that,  if  the  opinions  of  these  Nazarenes  be  of  any  im- 
portance for  ascertaining  the  primitive  faith ;  and  con- 
jectures are  to  be  drawn,  concerning  their  opinions,  from 
Epiphanius's  profession  of  his  want  of  information ;  the 
fair  conjecture,  is  the  opposite  of  Dr  Priestley's :  namely^ 
that  the  Nazarenes  homologated  with  the  church,  as  its 
opinions  stood  in  the  age  of  Epiphanius,  when  I  suppose 
he  will  allow  it  to  have  been  far  gone  from  the  primitive 
purity  of  his  Unitarian  faith ;  with  this  corrupt  church, 
as  Dr  Priestley  deems  it,  his  friends,  the  Nazarenes, 
homologated  upon  the  article  of  Christ's  divinity. 

IS.  But  after  all,  of  what  importance  is  the  opinion 
of  these  Nazarenes  ?  Or  how  may  the  Catholick  tradi- 
tion be  affected  by  the  singuhirities  of  a  sect  ?  Of  a  sect 
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wliich  lay  under  the  censure  of  the  church  u  heretical? 
Attend^  my  Reverend  Brethren.    It  is  in  this  that  we 
have  been  so  long^  I  believe  I  ought  to  add,  so  fatally 
mistaken*    The  Nazarenes  were  never  censured !  They 
were  no  sectaries !  They  were  the  very  first,  and  be. 
Close  the  first,  they  were  the  purest,  the  very  best  of 
Chnstians!  Nazarene  was  the  ancient  name  of  the' 
Jewish  Christians  !^  Of  the  first  members  of  the  primi* 
tive  church  of  Jerusalem — that  original,  parent  church, 
the  mother  of  us  all ;  where  James  the  brother  of  our 
Lord  was  bishop !  In  the  opinions  therefore  of  these 
Nazarenes,  we  have  the  opinions  of  those  first  Chris* 
tiaas,  who  received,  not  only  the  baptismal  ablution,  buf 
the  iUmnination  of  the  Spirit,  at  the  hands  of  the  apos* 
fle» !  Ton  seem  to  ask  me,  by  what  evidence  this  im« 
portaot  discovery  is  confirmed  ?  By  no  evidence.    The 
thing  is  not  proved.    It  is  asserted.    In  philosophical 
subjects  Dr  Priestley  would  be  the  last  to  reason  from 
principles  assumed  without  proof.    But  in  divinity  and 
ecclesiastical  history,  he  expects  that  his  own  assertion, 
or  that  of  writers  of  his  own  persuasion,  however  unin- 
formed  or  prejudiced,  should  pass  with  the  whole  Chris* 
ttan  world  for  proof  of  the  boldest  assumptions.    The 
Nazarenes,  it  is  confessed,  were  the  progeny  of  the  first 
Christians  of  the  church  of  Jerusalenu    But  the  name 
of  Nazarene,  you  will  bear  me  witness,  was  never  heard 
<^  in  the  Chrbtian  church,  as  descriptive  of  the  Jewish  ' 
Christians,  before  their  settlement  in  the  norlhren  parts 
of  Galilee,  upon  the  banishment  of  the  Jews  from  Jeru- 
salem, in  the  reign  of  Adrian.t    7%6  HebrewSy  and  ihey 


•  ..»  the  NasMcoet  (iod  tbe  Jewith  CbtMaot  Mver  went  by  any  other 
same.)    Hbt  Cornip.  toL  S.  p.  8. 
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of  the  circumcisiony  were  the  earlier  namesi  by  wliich 
the  Jewish  converts^  who  formed  the  church  of  Jerusa^^ 
salem,  had  been  dbtingaished  from  the  Christians  of  the 
Gentiles.  Their  descendants^  the  Nazarenes,  were  at 
first  pf»>hap8  heretical  but  in  a  single  article ;  in  main- 
taining  the  necessity  of  the  observance  of  the  Mosaick 
law^  for  the  attainment  of  salvation  under  the  gospel : 
whereas^  their  ancestors  had  indeed  themselves  adhered 
to  their  old  law,  but  had  declared  against  the  absurdity 
of  exacting  a  submission  to  the  ceremonial  part  of  it, 
from  the  Gentile  converts.  By  degrees,  however,  these 
Nazarenes  declined  so  far  from  the  pure  faith  of  that 
first  race  of  Christians,  from  which  they  boasted  their 
descent,  tliat  in  Jerome's  time,  they  were  become  here- 
tioal  in  that  degree,  that  Jerome  considered  them  as  a 
Jewish  sect  rather  than  a  Christian.  <<  To  this  day,'' 
says  Jerome,  ^^  a  heresy  prevails  among  the  Jews  in  all 
the  synagogues  of  the  east,  which  is  called  tBat  of  the 
Mins&i,  who  commonly  go  by  the  name  of  Nazarenes : 
who  believe  in  Christ,  the  Son  of  God,  born  of  the 
Virgin ;  and  say  that  he  was  the  person  who  suffered 
nnder  Pontius  Pilate,  and  rose  again ;  in  whom  we  our- 
selves believe.  But  from  a  desire  of  being  Jews  and 
Christians  both  at  once,  they  are  neither  Jews  nor 
Christians."* 

IS.  It  is  rather  for  the  sake  of  general  truth,  than  for 
the  attainment  of  victory  in  the  present  argument,  that 
lam  desirous  to  maintain  the  distinction  which  was 
«ver  made,  till  Zuicker  attempted  to  confound  it,  be- 


*  Epbt  ad  Aogiistiuam  de  dimfio  Petri  et  Paali.  torn.  iii.  foL  155.    B.  e£t 
Ftobeo- 
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tween  the  primitive  charch  of  Jerasalem  anil  the  sect  of 
the  Nazarenes^  its  heretical  offspring.  In  the  Trinita- 
rian controversy,  the  distinction  is  of  little  importance ; 
or  rather,  it  would  be  of  advantage  to  the  argument  of 
the  orthodox  party,  if  our  faith  needed  other  support^ 
than  that  which  the  plain  sense  of  the  Scriptures,  and 
the  whole  tenor  of  ecclesiastical  history  supply:  it  would 
be  of  singular  advantage  to  our  argument,  that  Dr 
Priestley  should  be  able  to  establish  Zuicker's  extrava- 
glint  position,  that  these  Nazarenes  were  no  other  than 
the  original  members  of  the  Hebrew  church.  Whoever 
they  were,  their  orthodoxy,  in  the  article  of  our  Lord's 
divinity,  is  notorious.  It  is  attested  by  most  of  the 
writers  of  antiquity  that  mention  them.  It  is  acknowl- 
edged by  Jerome,  at  the  very  same  time  that  he  taxes 
them  with  the  grossest  heresy  in  other  points.  And 
were  no  express  testimony  to  be  produced,  still  it  would 
be  the  fair  and  probable  conclusion,  from  that  very  pas- 
sage of  Epiphanins,  upon  which  Dr  Priestley  would 
bnild  the  contrary  opinion^  If  therefore  it  could  be  pro- 
ved, that  these  Nazarenes  really  were  what  Dr  Priestley 
hath  been  taught  by  Zuicker  to  believe,  the  first  con- 
verts of  the  circumcision ;  we  who  maintan  the  full  di- 
vinity of  Christ,  should  find,  in  the  confession  of  the 
Nazarenes,  the  verdict  of  those  first  Christians  in  our 
ikvour.  But  since  the  fact  is,  that  they  were  an  heretic- 
cal  sect,  which  arose  in  the-  second  century,  from  the 
ashes  of  the  church  of  Jerasalem  ;*  their  opinions  upon 
any  article  are  totally  insignificant,  and  can  in  no  way 
affect  the  Catholick  tradition.    Still,  therefore,  the  mo« 


*  See  hetitn  in  reply^  vi.  «nd  ^' 
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dern  Unitarian  woold  serve  hU  ovtrn  cause  bnt  ill^  who 
ehould  be  able  to  succeed  in  the  attempt  to  prove^  that 
the  mere  humanity  of  Christ  was  a  tenet  of  the  Naaui- 
renes. 

14.  The  neutrality  of  JBpiphanius's  evidence^  is  how* 
every  not  the  whole  of  the  pnx^^  by  which  our  modem 
(listorian  hath  taken  the  pains  to  support  an  assertion  so 
little  to  his  purpose.  It  is  allegedi  only  to  corroborate 
a  more  direct  proofs  which  is  veiy  proper  to  be  prodo- 
cedy  as  another  specimen  of  the  sort  c^  argpiment  upon 
which  our  author's  first  proposition  rests* 

10.  The  Nasarenes  and  the  Ebionites,  he  tells  us^ 
were  the  same  people,  and  held  the  same  tenets.*  By  tha 
appellation  of  Ebionites^  it  is  confessed^  a  certain  sect^ 
which  denied  the  divinity  of  our  Saviour,  was  ori^osll j 
distinguished.  But  how  is  it  proved,  that  these  Bbionitea 
vrere  the  same  with  the  Nazarenes  ?  By  a  pretended 
acknowledgement  of  Origen  and  Bpiphanius.t  It  is  of 
great  importance,  for  a  just  apprehension  of  the  exact 
force  of  any  writers  ai^oments^  to  catch  the  idioms  of 
bis  style ;  and  an  attention  to  ibis  circumstance,  must 
be  particularly  recommended  to  Dr  Priestley's  readers* 
One  of  the  most  striking  peculiarities  of  his  language, 
is  a  very  singular  use  of  the  words  acknawiedge  and  oc 
knawledgment  Acknowledgment,  in  the  nsual  ac* 
ceptation  of  the  word  in  controversial  writing,  signifies 
a  writer's  avowel  of  a  principle  or  a  hct,  which,  as 
making  for  his  adversary's  argument,  it  might  have 


*  Hilt,  of  Corrup.  vol.  i.  p.  7.    . 

t  **  — -  both  Origen  and  Epipkanias  aQlniow)e<f|;e9  that  the  Kaxaneoea  ami 
Ebioiutea  wen  the  same  pe^ej  anil  heM  the  lame  UBetL**  Hist,  of  Comp. 
vol.  i.  p.  7. 
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been  for  his  pinrpose  to  conceal  or  to  deny^  bat  that  the 
evideuce  of  the  thing  oxtortec)  the  confession.  But  with 
Br  Priestley,  any  expressions,  which  are  capable  of 
being  drawn  by  construction  and  refinement^  to  a  sense 
that  may  seem  but  indirectly  favourable  to  his  own 
notions,  are  an  explicit  acknowledgment  of  the  writer 
who  oses  them^  that  things  actually  were^  as  Dr  Priest* 
ley  is  inclined  to  represent  them.  If  such  expressions 
di  one  writer  are  qaoted  by  another ;  they  amoant  to  an 
acknowledgment  to  the  same  purpose^  on  the  part  c^ 
the  writer  who  makes  the  quotation.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  acknowledgment  of  an  original  writer^  may 
sometimes  be  inferred  from  a  negligent  citation.  Hath 
Eusebins,  complaining  at  a  total  disregard  to  truth 
among  the  sectaries  who  denied  our  Lord's  divinity, 
appealed,  in  confirmation  of  the  charge,  to  a  writer  of 
the  second  century ;  who  alleges  it  against  the  Unita* 
rians  of  his  own  time,  as  an  instance  of  the  most  harden- 
ed eflProntery,  that  they  had  the  audacity  to  assert,  that 
ttieir  tenets  had  been  ori^nally  taught  by  the  apostles, 
and  were  maintained  by  all  the  Roman  bishops  in  sue* 
cession,  to  the  time  of  Victor?^  This  bea^7  accusa- 
tion, thas  supported  by  the  testimony  of  an  earlier  writer, 
IS  a  plain  fbcknowUdgmentf  on  the  part  of  Eusebins, 
that  the  Unitarians  constantly  claimed  this  high  antiqui- 
ty of  their  doctrine.  And  what  may  seem  more  para* 
doxical^  this  writer^  appeal  to  <<  certain  psalms  and 

•  BttKk  BiiL  Bed.  fib.  T.  e.  St. 

t  **  Ilia  acknowledged  by  Eoiebhii,  and  oihen,  «*  Chat  llie  aaoieBt  Uaittriaa* 
themacWet  eomtaotly  asserted,  that  their  doetrioe  was  the  wiivenal  opiMOB  of  the 
Chiiaiin  ehareh»titt  the  time  of  Victor.'*  HlBtQfConiir.Tol.ii.  p.  4aS.  Compare 
vd.  L  p.  18,  19. 
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edeg^  the  composiUon  of  faikhful  brethrea  ia  the  first  age^ 
which  celebrate  the  divinity  of  the  Christy  the  Word  of 
Qod,^^*  is  only  a  proof  of  Eusebias's  inability  to  con- 
fute the  claim^  whieh,  by  his  own  acknowledgment^ 
was  set  up.t  Hath  the  learned  Br  Samuel  Glarke,  in 
an  inaccurate  citation  of  a  passage  in  Origin,  made 
Origen  speak  of  the  Unitarians  of  his  time  as  pious  per- 
sons? This  is  a  candid  acknowledgment,}:  on  the  part 
of  Origen,  of  the  piety  of  those  sectaries ;  whereas 
Origen  says  not  that  they  were  pious,  but  that  they  boas- 
fed{|  that  they  were  pious,  or  affected  piety.  Fiety^ 
and  the  affectation  of  piefy,  belong  to  opposite  charac- 
ters. According  to  this  enlarged  use  of  the  word  ac- 
Jcnowledgment,  it  will  indeed  be  very  hazardous  to 
deny  but  that  an  acknowledgment  to  any  purpose  may 
be  found  in  any  vnritev,  or  be  drawn  from  any  words.  It 
is  necessary  therefore  to  declare,  that  it  is  only  in  tLe 
usual  meaning  of  the  word,  that  I  take  upon  me  to  aver, 
that  no  acknowledgment  of  the  supposejl  identity  of  the 
Nazarenes  and  the  Ebionites,  is  to  be  found  either  in 
Origen  or  Epiphanius.^  Origen  says,  indeed,  of  the 
Jewish  Ghristians  of  his  own  time^  that  they  were  Ebi- 
onites :%  not  meaning  to  make  any  acknowledgment  in 
favour  of  the  propra  Ebionites,  as  no  worse  hereticks. 


3v  rm  Xf icov  tffxmrt  dM^0>ir  i7ir.  Eiueb.  Hilt.  SeeL  lib.  t.  e.  88.  Compare  Ephea. 
V.  19.    Col.  iil.  16.    JameiT.  13. 

\  **  — —  in  refadng  their  preteiuioM  to  antiqinty,  he  goes  no  ftirther  beek  dum 
Ircnsoi  and  Jaatin  Martyr."*    Hiat  of  Comip.  voL  i.  p.  19. 

#  ••Origen  eandidljr  ealla  theae  adhereata  to  tho  atrioi  uiuty  of  God^  pkna^poiv. 
aona."    Hkt  of  Oomip.  vol.  i.  p.  S7. 

II  —  v^MiM^  ^ikAmt  f*ir«i  ivx,^(ami  — • 

$  See  Appendix 

t  GontimCela.  lib.S. 
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tiiftii  the  Nazarenes ;  bat  rather  to  stigmatize  the  Naza- 
renea  with  an  opprobioos  appellation.  And  the  only 
coDclosion  which  is  to  be  drawn  from  this  passage  of 
Origen,  is^  that  the  word  Ebionite  had^  in  his  time^  out- 
grown its  original  meaning ;  which  it  easily  might  do; 
inasmuch  as^  by  its  derivation^  it  is  not  naturally  des^ 
criptive  of  any  particular  set  of  opinions ;  but  barely  ex* 
pressive  of  the  contempt,  in  which  those  who  bestowed 
it,  held  the  knowleijge  and  understanding  of  the  party 
on  which  it  was  bestowed.  It  was  therefore  likely  to 
be  variously  applied  at  different  times,  according  as  one 
or  another  folly  incurred  the  contempt  either  of  any  par- 
ticular writer^  or  of  the  age  in  which  he  flourished.  Ac< 
cordingly,  it  appears  from  ecclesiastical  history,  that  the 
use  of  it  was  various  and  indefinite.  Sometimes  it  was 
the  peculiar  name  of  those  sects,  which  denied  both  the 
divinity  of  our  Lord,  and  his  miraculous  conception — 
Then  its  meaning  was  extended  to  take  in  another 
party ;  which,  admitting  the  miraculous  conception  of 
Jesns^  still  denied  his  divinity,  and  questioned  his  pre- 
vious existence — ^And  at  last,  it  seems  the  Nazarenes, 
whose  error  was  rather  a  superstitious  severity  in  their 
practice  than  any  deficiency  in  their  faith,  were  inclu « 
ded  by  Origen  in  the  infamy  of  the  appellation.  It  was 
natural  indeed  for  Origen,  fond  as  he  was  of  mystick 
interpretations  of  the  Jewish  Scriptures,  and  possessed 
with  the  imagination,  that  every  particular  of  the  ritual 
service,  and  every  occurrence  in  the  Jewish  story,  was 
typical  of  something  in  the  gospel  dispensation ;  it  waa 
nalaral  for  Origen,  to  think  meanly  of  a  sect  who  held 
the  observance  of  the  letter  of  the  ceremonial  law,  to  be 
an  essential  part  of  a  Christian's  duty.  They  certainly 
had  little  apprehension  of  the  free  spirit  of  the  religion 
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ihey  prafesded ;  and  tUs^  wtth  Origen,  would  be  the 
sorest  mark*of  a  low  and  beggarly  underBtanding.  It 
&i  in  this  reproachful  appellatioDy  which  he  alone  of  all 
the  writers  of  antiquity  hath  bestowed  upon  the  Naza- 
renes^  that  Dr  Priestley  hath  discovered  his  acknowU 
•dgment  in  fiivour  of  the  Ebionites.  For  Epiphanios^ 
who  is  joined  with  Origen  in  this  acknowledgment,  h& 
describes  the  Naaurenes  and  the  Ebionites  as  diffisr* 
ent  sect%  maintaining  different  opinions ;  except  that 
they  agreed  in  retaining  more  or  less  of  the  Mosalck 
lervice.* 

10.  Among  other  specimens  of  our  author's  happy 
art  of  turning  every  thing,  by  a  dexterous  interpreta* 
iion,  to  his  own  purpose ;  it  were  injustice  to  the  inju- 
red memory  of  Eusebios,  not  to  mention  the  attempt 
tiiat  is  made  to  shake  the  credit  of  his  history,  by  re- 
pvesentuDg  the  unfairness  with  which  that  candid  writer 
is  supposed  to  treat  the  Unitarians ;  where  he  says,  ^^that 
Theodotus,  who  appeared  about  the  year  100,  was  the 
first  who  held  that  our  Saviour  was  a  mere  man ;  when 
in  refuting  their  pretensions  to  antiqoi^,  he  goes  no 
farther  back  than  to  Ireneus  and  Justin  Martyr,  though 
in  his  own  writings  alone  he  might  have  found  a  refuta* 
tiou'  of  his  assertion.''*  It  must  be  confessed,  that  any 
one  who  should  assert  that  Theodotus  was  the  first  who 
taught  a  doctrine,  which  sunk  our  Lord  into  the  rank 
of  mere  man,  might  easily  be  confuted  from  the  eccle* 


*  See  this  two-fold  qnettioDy  oonoerning  the  fiuth  of  the  Ntftarenet,  end  the 
diitinotion  between  the  Nazerenet  and  Ebkmitei,  hu:^!/  diiettsted  m  the  second 
of  Dp  PrieiHey's  Lfetten  to  me,  the  ibth  and  seventh  of  my  Letters  in  reply^ 
the  third  of  Dr  Priestley's  second  Iietler^  wd  mj  rtmaiki  la  Us  seeoiiiLet- 
ten,— Part  II.  ehajp.  ii.  and  iS. 

t  Wa  of  CoRup.  toL  i.  p.  19. 
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iMtical  hbtory  of  Eusebios ;  in  which  the  Cerittthians 
and  the  Ebiooites^  who  are  taxed  by  all  antiquity  with 
that  impiety^  are  referred  to  an  earlier  period.  The 
troth  however  seems  to  be,  that  the  doctrine  of  our  Lord's 
hamamty,  like  all  corruptions,  had  its  stages  ;  that  it 
was  carried  by  degrees  to  the  height  which  it  at  last 
attained ;  and  that  Theodotus,  in  this  article,  so  far 
surpassed  the  earlier  heresiarchs,  that  the  merit  of  being 
the  inventor  of  the  mere  humanity,  in  the  precise  and 
fall  meaning  of  the  words,  is  with  great  propriety  and 
tnith  ascribed  to  him*  When  the  Gerinthians  and  the 
Sbionites  affirmed,  that  Jesns  had  no  existence  previons 
to  Mary's  conception,  and  that  he  was  literally  and 
ph^ically  the  carpenter's  son;  it  might  justly  be  said  of 
them,  that  fliey  asserted  the  mere  humanity  of  the  Be« 
deemer :  especially,  as  it  could  not  be  foreseen,  that  the 
impiety  would  ever  go  a  greater  length  than  this,  of 
ascribing  to  him  an  origin  merely  human.  These  here- 
ticks,  however,  went  no  farther,  as  I  conceive,  than  to 
deny  oor  Lord's  original  divinity :  they  admitted  I  know 
not  what  unintelligible  exaltation  of  his  nature,^  which 
took  place,  as  they  conceived,  upon  his  ascension,  by 
which  he  became  no  less  the  object  of  worship,  than  if 
his  nature  had  been  ori^nally  divine.  But  when  a 
more  daring  (though,  I  confess,  a  far  more  consistent) 
sect  arose ;  denying  that  our  Lord  in  glory,  is  more  than 
a  mortal  man,  raised,  as  all  the  just  will  one  day  be^ 
to  immortality ;  or  that  he  is  more  the  object  of  adoration 
than  Bnoch  or  Elijah ;  these  younger  hereticks,  eclipsed 
the  gloiy  of  their  timid  ancestors,  and  might  justly  claim 


$•«  the  foaitccDth  of  mj  Letters  in  reply»  tec.  5. 
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the  honoaty  of  being  the  first  assertors  of  the  mere  hu- 
maniiy  of  Christ ;  for  they  were  indeed  the  firsts  who 
made  humanity  the  whole  of  his  condition.  It  was  un- 
doubtedly in  this,  exalted  sense,  that  the  humanity  of 
Christ  was  tanght  by  Theodotus ;  for  nothing  short  of 
this  might  serve  his  purpose ;  which,  as  we  learn  from 
Epiphanins,  was  to  extenuate  the  guilt  of  a  renunciation 
of  his  faith,  which  he  had  made  under  the  terrors  of 
persecution,  by  setting  up  a  plea,  that,  in  renouncing 
Christ,  he  had  not  renounced  his  6od,  but  a  man.  This 
plea  could  be  of  no  service  to  Theodotus's  cause,  unless 
Christ  were  a  man,  not  only  in  his  origin,  but  at  the 
time  when  Theodotus  renounced  him.  It  was  therefore 
that  sublime  doctrine,  which  is  at  this  day  taught  in  the 
conventicles*  of  Dr  Priestley  and  Mr  Lindsey ;  the  doc- 
trine of  oar  Lord's  mere  undeified  humanity ;  which 
Theodotus,  the  learned  tanner  of  Bysantium,  a  deser- 
ter of  his  Lord,  and  a  fugitive  from  his  country,  broach, 
ed  at  Rome,  in  the  end  of  the  second  century.  This 
doctrine,  Dr  Priestley  will  perhaps  find  it  difficult  to 
trace  to  any  earlier  period,  or  to  any  more  respectable 
origin.  No  injury,  therefore,  is  done  to  the  Unitarian 
cause,  when  Theodotus  is  said  to  be  the  first  author  of 
the  Unitarian  doctrine,  in  this  exalted,  finbbed,  form. 
But  after  all,  this  is  not,  what  Dr  Priestley  imagines  it 
to  be,  the  assertion  of  £usebius.    It  is  the  assertion  of  a 


*  Tbtt  -the  anemUies  hekl  by  Mr  lindaey,  in  Enex-Stre«t»  and  by  Dr 
Friettlef,  at  Birraingbam,  are  strietly  Co:iyEimci.Kay  in  tbe  geDuine  {orenaick 
meaning  of  the  word,  see  proved  in  the  aeventeenth  of  my  Letters  in  reply, 
fee.  8;  and  my  Remarks  on  Dr  Priettlcy's  second  Letters, — Part  U,  chap.  ir. 
see.  6.  And  that  Dr  Priestley  n^  by  his  prinoiples,  disqualified  to  be  the  pastor 
-of  any  thing  better  than  a  Conyenticle,  tee  prOTtd  by  his  owa  confesiioD,  in  th« 
^i-rcntcenth  of  his  second  Letters  to  me. 
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writer  cited  by  Easebios  witbout  any  name.  It  sboQld 
seem  that  he  was  of  the  Latia  churchy  and  that  his  ex- 
pressions are  to  be  understood  with  particular  reference^ 
to  the  state  of  religion  in  the  western  worlds  especially 
at  Borne.  Now  it  was  probably  true^  that  Theodotus 
was  the  very  firsts  wha,  at  Rome^  in  any  sense,  taught 
the  mere  humanity  of  Christ  For  notwithstanding  the 
corrupt  state  of  the  Roman  church  in  later  ages,  it  is 
notorious,  that  she  was  the  last  c^  all,  infected  with  any 
gross  heresy.  As  for  the  pretensions  of  the  Unitarians^ 
which  it  might  be  incumbent  upon  Eusebius  to  refute^ 
th&f  were  not  simply  pretensions  to  antiquity.  The 
antiquity  of  the  Unitarian  doctrine,  in  a  certain  form,  is 
confessed.  Its  antiquity  is  proved,  by  the  express  cen- 
sore  which  is  passed  upon  it  in  St  John's  wTitiugs,  both 
in  his  first  epistle  and  in  his  gospel,  as  a  dangerous 
error  which- was  in  being  when  he  wrote.  But  the  pre- 
tensions of  the  Unitarians,  which  Eusebius  contradicts^ 
were  pretensions  to  a  prior  antiquity :  the  pretence  that 
their  own  doctrine  was  original,  and  the  doctrine  of  the 
church,  in  the  time  of  Zephyrinus,  novel.  And  in  refu. 
ting  these  pretensions,  the  writer  quoted  by  Eusebius^ 
goes  back  to  the  apostolick  age :  he  goes  back  to  thosQ 
psalms  and  odes,  which  seem  to  be  alluded  to  in  the 
apostolick  epistles,  and  to  the  books,  of  holy  writ.^ 

11. 
L  By  these  specimens,  a  judgment  may  be  formed,  of 
the  arguments  and  of  the  facts  by  which  our  author^ls 
first  aUssuii^tion  is  supported^    By  exposing  the  weak- 


HI      I »     ■   ■      m. 


*  See  this  qaettjon  aboQt  Theodotus,  partaed  in  the  eighth  of  Or  Priesdey^ 
frit  Lcuen  t4)  me,  the  pontcripC,  sec.  4 ;  aod  tlie  foortKienth  of  my  LjetSprs  kk 
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ness  of  oar  anAor's  argaments^  and  by  the  proof  which 
bath  been  produced  from  the  writings  of  Ignatius,  that 
the  divinity  of  the  Hon,  his  full  divinity,  was  acknowU 
edged  by  the  immediate  disciples  of  the  apostles ;  (n 
proof,  which,  had  not  the  work  been  long  since  done  by 
the  learned  Bishop  Boll,  might  have  been  strengthened 
with  a  copious  coUectiun  of  passages  to  the  same  pur- 
pose from  Ignatius,  Barnabas,  Clemens  Biomanns,  Her- 
mas,  and  the  authentick  acts  of  the  martyrdom  of  Poly- 
carp,)  by  the  detection  of  the  fallacy  of  the  aiguments 
on  the  one  side,  and  by  the  positive  proof  adduced  on 
the  other ;  our  author's  notion  of  the  faith  of  the  first 
Christians,  that  it  was  purely  Unitarian,  is  overturned. 
And  if  this  notion  of  the  firat  Christians  be  overturned ; 
the  assertion,  that  the  doctrine  of  our  Lord's  divinity 
was  an  invention  of  the  second  race,  falls  with  it.    For 
what  was  believed  by  the  first  race,  could  be  mt  in* 
vention  of  the  second.    Nor  can  aiQ^^argup^ent  be 
drawn,  from  any  resemblance  that  may  be*  imagined 
between  the  Trinity  of  the  Christian  church,  and  the 
three  principles  of  the  Platonists,  that  the  doctrine  of 
the  apostles  was  not  rightly  understood  by  tiieir  first 
converts ;  unless  indeed  it  could  be  proved,  (which  is 
the  tacit  assumption  upon  which  this  objection  is  found* 
ed,)  that  the  discoveries  of  revelation,  sjnd  the  investiga* 
tiuns  of  philosophy,  may  never  coincide.    But  why  is  it 
supposed,  that  nothing  caa  be  a  part  of  an  inspired 
teacher's  doctrine,  which  had  been  taught  before  by 
wise  men,  who  were  not  inspired  ?  Were  every  iota  of 
the  gospel  doctrine  to  be  found  in  the  writings  of  the 
Greek  philosophers,  this  would  not  be  sufficient  to  set 
aside  the  pretensions  of  the  first  preachers  of  Christianity 
to  a  divine  commission-^he  just  conclusion  from  so  per- 
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feet  an  agreement  would  only  be^  that  for  tbe  great  im* 
portaooe  of  these  doctrines  to  the  manners  of  mankind^ 
it  bad  pleased  God  to  make  discoveries  to  all  men  by 
reTelation^  to  which  a  few  only  could  attain  by  abstract 
reasoning.    The  case  indeed  is  far  otherwise*    It  is 
ever  to  be  remembered,  for  the  mortification  of  man's 
pride,  and  to  the  praise  of  God's  mercy;  that  <<  when  the 
world  by  wisdom  know  not  God,"  when  philosophy  had 
made  its  utmost  efforts,  not  entirely  without  success,  but 
with  little  g^eral  advantage ;  ^<  it  pleased  God  by  the 
foolishness  of  preaching,''  by  a  method  of  instruction, 
which  in  the  article  of  religious  information,  hath  aboU 
ished  the  distinction  between  the  philosopher  and  the 
idiot,  <^  to  save  them  that  believe."    But  had  our  sup* 
posed  case  actually  obtained,  had  revelation  discovered 
nothing  more  to  all,  than  reason  had  previously  taught  a 
few,  still  to  teach  all  and  to  teach  a  few,  is  so  difTerent  a 
bosineas,  that  the  previous  attainments  of  philosophMv, 
woald  have  aflTorded  no  objection  against  the  pretensione 
of  the  first  preachers  of  the  gospel,  sufficient  to  overturn 
tbe  evidence  by  which  their  claim  to  a  divine  commis- 
sion is  supported.    Much  less  may  a  resemblance,  more 
or  less  exact,  between  faith  and  philosophy  in  single 
articles,  create  a  presumption,  that  those  articles  of  faith, 
of  which  certain  philosophical  opinions  seem  to  carry  a 
resemblance,  made  no  part  of  the  doctrine  which  those 
inspired  teachers  taught    The  resemblance  may  seem 
indeed  a  wonderful  fact,  which  may  justly  draw  the 
attention  of  the  serious  and  inquisitive.  And  if  it  should 
be  deemed  incredible,  as  well  it  may,  that  reason,  in  her 
utmost  strength,  should  ever  ascend  so  high,  as  to  attain 
even  to  a  distant  glimpse  of  truths,  which  have  ever 
been  esteemed  the  most  mysterious  discoveries  of  reve* 
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lation ;  it  will  become  a  quefifioo  of  tbe  highest  coriosily 
and  importance  to  determine^  by  what  means  the  Fla- 
tonick  school  came  by  those  notions  of  the  Godhead, 
which;  had  they  been  of  later  date  than  the  commence^ 
ment  of  Ghristianity,  might  have  passed  for  a  very  mild 
corruption  of  the  Christian  faith ;  but  being  in  truth 
Biucb  older,  have  all  the  appearance  of  a  near,  tiioagb 
very  imperfect  view,  of  the^  doctrine  which  was  after- 
wards current  in  the  Christian  church. 

S.  The  inquiry  becomes  more  importamt,  when  it  is 
discovered,  that  Aese  notions  were  by  no  means  peculiar 
to  the  Flatonick  school ;  that  the  Platonists  pretended  to 
be  no  more  than  the  expositors  of  a  more  ancient  doc- 
trine,  which  is  traced  from  Plato  to  Parmenides  ^ 
horn  Parmenides  to  his  masters  of  the  Pythagorean- 
sect  ;  from  the  Pythagoreans  to  Orpheus,  the  earliest  of 
the  Grecian  Mystagogues ;  from  Orpheus  to  the  secret 
lore  of  the  Egyptian  priests,  in  which  the  foundations 
of  the  Orphick  theology  were  laid.  Similar  notions  of 
a  triple  principle  prevailed  in  the  Persian  and  Chaldean 
theology  ;  and  vestiges,  even  of  the  worship  of  a  Trinity, 
were  discemable  in  the  Roman  superstition  in  a  veiy 
late  age.  This,  worship,  the  Romans  had  received  from 
their  Trojan  ancestors;  for  the  Trojans  brought  it 
with  them  into  Italy  from  Phrygia.  In  Phrygia  it  was 
introduced  by  Dardanus,  so  early  as  in  the  ninth  century 
after  Noah's  flood — ^Dardanus  .  carried  it  with  him  from 
Samothrace,  where  the  personages  that  were  tbe  ob- 
jects of  it,  were  worshiped  under  the  Hebrew  name  of 
the  Cabirim.  Who  these  Cabirim.  might  be,  has  been 
matter  of  unsuccessful  inquiry  to  many  learned  men. 
The  utmost  that  is  known  with  certainty  is,  that  they 
were  originally  three,  and  were  called  by  way  of  emU 
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nence^  tbe  Great  or  Mighty  Ones :  for  that  is  the  import 
of  the  Hebrew  name.  And  of  the  like  import  is  their 
Latm  appellation^  Penates.  Dii  jper  qujoe  penittia  spu 
ramuSf  per  quoe  habemus  corpusj  per  qiws  rationem 
animi  possHemneJ*  Dii  qui  stmt  intrinsecus,  atque  in 
tBtimis  penetralibus  cceli-^.  Thus  the  joint  worship  of 
Jupiter,  Junoy  and  Minerva,  the  Triad  of  the  Roman 
Capitol,  is  traced  to  that  of  the  three  mighty  ones  in 
Samothrace  j:;  which  was  established  in  that  island,  at 
what  precise  time  it  is  impossible  to  determine ;  but 
earlier,  if  Eosebias  may  be  credited,  than  the  days  of 
Abraham. 

3.  The  notion  therefore  of  a  Trinity,  more  or  less 
removed  from  the  purity  of  the  Christian  faith,  is  found 
to  have  been  a  leading  principle  in  all  the  ancient 
schools  of  philosophy,  and  in  the  religions  of  almost 
all  nations ;  and  traces  of  an  early  popular  belief  of  it, 
appear  even  in  the  abominable  rites  of  idolatrous  wor- 
ship. If  reason  was  insufficient  for  Uiis  great  discovery, 
what  could  be  the  means  of  information,  but  what  the 
Platonists  themselves  assign  eio^afdojoc  ^uKpyiou  ^^  A 
theology  delivered  from  the  gods,^^  t.  e.  a  revelation. 
This  is  the  account  which  Platonists,  who  were  no 
Christians,  have  given  of  the  origin  of  their  master^s 
doctrine.  But  from  what  revelation  could  they  derive 
their  information,  who  lived  before  the  Christian,  and 
had  no  light  from  the  Mosaick  ?  For  whatever  some 
of  the  early  fathers  may  have  imagined,  there  is  no  evi- 


*  Ifacrob.  Satunial.  lib.  iti.  e.  4. 

t  Varro  apiid  Arnob.  ttb.  iii.  p.  123.    Logd.  Bat.  1651. 

%  — —  Tarqniiuiu  Oemaratt  Corinthii  filius, — Samothraa$9  myttiei  im6utU4t 
mo  templo  ao  jub  aodem  tceto^  nucnina  memorata  coDJuogit  Haorob.  Saturnal. 
lib.  JM»  c.  4. 
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denoe  that  Plato  or  Pythagoras  wer^  at  all  acquainted 
with  the  Mosaick  writings :  not  to  insist,  that  the  ivor« 
ship  of  a  Trinity  is  traced  to  an  earlier  age  than  that 
of  Plato  or  of  Pythagoras^  or  even  of  Moses,  Their 
informatiott  could  be  only  drawn  from  traditions  foun- 
ded upon  earlier  revelations ;  from  scattered  fragments 
of  the  ancient  patriarchal  creed ;  that  creed,  which  was^ 
universal  before  the  defection  of  the  first  idolaters,  which 
the  corruptions  of  idolatry,  gross  and  enormous  as  they 
were,  could  never  totally  obliterate.^  Thus,  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Trinity,  is  rather  conflrmed  than  discredited 
by  the  suffrage  of  the  heathen  sages ;  since  the  resem- 
blance ^  the  Christian  faith  and  the  Pagan  philosophy 
in  this  article,  when  fairly  interpreted,  appears  to  be 
nothing  less  than  the  consent  of  the  latest  and  the  earli- 
est revelations. 

m. 

1.  Our  author's  assumptbn,  Uiat  the  doctrine  of  our 
Lord's  Divinity,  was  an  innovation  of  the  Platonick 
Christians  of  the  second  century,  being  overthrown  by 
direct  proof,  that  this  jnetended  innovation  was  a  part 
of  the  faith  of  the  first  Christians ;  all  oblique  and  secon- 
dary arguments,  that  might  otherwise  create  a  presump- 
tion in  our  author's  favour,  are  rendered  wholly  insig- 
nificant. To  Dr  Priestley,  it  seems  a  circumstance  of 
great  importance,  that  these  early  writers  ^<  sometimes 
drop  the  personification  of  the  Logos,  (which  in  his 
opinion  had  been  their  first  step  towards  the  daftcation 


• "  What  Socrates  said  of  him,  what  Vlato  writ,  and  the  rest  of  the 

hrathen  philosophers  of  several  nations,  is  all  no  more  than  the  twilight  of  re* 
vcrUiuon,  After  the  sun  of  it  was  set  in  the  nee  of  JHot^/*  Qryde&'s  Preface 
to  lieli^o  Ledci, 
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of  oar  Savioar^*)  and  speak  of  it  as  the  mere  attribute 
of  GkHl."t  This  he  imputes  to  the  diSBculty,  with 
which  new  opinions  lay  hold  upon  the  mind ;  and  to 
the  natural  prevalency  of  good  sense,  which  is  such, 
that  it  will  in  all  cases  often  get  the  better  of  imagina* 
tion.j:  Facts  themselves  should  be  established,  befwe 
consequences  are  deduced  from  them.  Let  us  there- 
fore consider  the  example  by  which  this  assertion  is 
supported. 

S.  Theophilus  of  Antioch  says,  ^^  that  when  God 
said,  1st  U8  make  man^  he  spake  to  nothing  but  his 
own  Logos,  or  wisdom.''^  It  must  be  confessed,  that 
the  example  is  happily  chosen.  It  is  clear,  that  in  this 
passage  of  Theophilus,  as  it  is  expressed  in  Dr  Pri^t- 
ley's  translation,  the  Logos  is  described  as  nothing  hut 
the  Wisdom  of  God :  nothing  but  Hia  own  wisdom* 
His  own  Wisdom  must  be  that  eternal  Wisdom,  which 
is  a  power  of  his  own  Mind,  a  property  of  his  own 
Person :  and,  to  say  that  God  spake  to  ^^  nothing  but 
bis  own  Wisdom,''  is  to  say,  that  he  spake  to  no  one 
but  himseUl  Dr  Priestley,  methinks,  bath  spared  to 
make  the  use  he  might  have  done  of  this  passage  of 
Theophilus ;  which  seems  not  only  to  be,  an  instance  ia^ 
which  Theophilus  drops  the  persouificatioti  of  the  Logos 
in  his  own  writings ;  but  to  prove,  that  as  far  as  the 
interpretation  of  the  Old  Testament  is  of  any  impor* 
taoce,  the  authority  of  this  learned  and  ancient  bishop 
of  Antioch  stands  with  the  Unitarian  scheme.    This 


*  Hist  of  Corrnp.  part  t.  nee*  il 
f  IbiJ.  ToL  i.  p.  35. 
i  Ibid. 
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iearaed  bUhop  tells  aa^  that  the  writers  of  the  old  Tes. 
iamenty  if  ever  they  seem  to  allude  to  a  plurality  of  per- 
•ons  in  the  GtMlhead^  speak  figuratively^  and  are  to  be 
understood  accordingly.  The  allosion  is  perhaps  no 
where  stronger^  than  in  those  words  of  Moses^  in  the 
iKM>k  of  Genesis,  ^^  God  said,  Let  us  make/'  God  not 
^y  speaks,  <^  God  said ;''  but  God  speaks  in  the  plu- 
nl  mimber,  <^  Let  us  make ;''  as  though  persons  were 
addressed,  who  were  to  take  part  with  the  speaker  in 
tiie  business  to  be  done.  Theophilus,  the  celebrated 
bishop  of  Antioch ;  Theophilus,  so  respectable  for  his 
imtiquity,  his  piety,  and  his  learning  j  Theophilus  can- 
tiens  US,  not  to  be  over-confldent  of  the  consequences 
which  we  draw  from  this  rigid  exposition  of  the  sacred 
writer^s  words.  Theophilus  affirms,  that  the  expression 
is  purely  figurative ;  signifying  only,  that  before  man 
was  made,  the  purpose  of  making  him  arose,  and  was 
contemplated,  in  the  divine  intellect.  The  expression 
describes  an  internal  deliberation  of  the  Divine  Mind 
concerning  the  intended  work;  just  as  the  private 
thoughts  and  purposes  of  a  man,  are  sometimes  expres- 
sed  under  the  figure  of  a  discourse  passing  within  him- 
self. All  this,  Theophilus  affirms  in  Dr  Priestley's 
English.  Nothing  of  this  Theophilus  affirms,  speaking 
for  himself,  in  his  own  language,^  vx  axx»  It  rm  c/f  nxi, 

noinffQftif^  ihK    n  ra  ica/lv  Aoya,  kolI  rn  toci/Jv   Sofif •      The 

*^  nothing  but*'  of  Dr  Priestley's  English,  conveys  quite 
another  idea  than  the  mc  aKM  nn  i\K  n  of  Theophilus's 
Greek.  The  Logos  and  the  Wisdom,  as  different 
names  of  one  thing,  are  connected  by  the  disjunctive  or^ 


*  Ad.  Aatolfc.  p.  114.    Oxon.  ICti. 
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in  Br  Friesfley's  Eoglisli;  as  names  of  diflbrent  things^ 
they  are  connected  by  the  copalative  and,  (KaJ,)  in  The- 
ophilas'g  Greek.    The  exact  rendering  of  Theophilus^s 
words  is  lo  this  effect:  ^<It  was  to  no  other  person^' 
(that  is  the  proper  force  of  mt  oKhM  rm,  haud  alii  cuipiam) 
^  It  was  to  no  other  person  that  be  said.  Let  us  maJee^ 
than  to  his  own  Word,  and  to  bis  own  Wisdom.^    rv 
\mih  Aoyu  nvS  m  l«e</7t  X9f^    The  repetition  of  the  demon- 
strative article  with  the  pronoun^  as  well  as  the  connec* 
tion  by  the  copulative^  clearly  shows  that  Aiy«<  and 
2ff M^  the  Word  and  the  Wisdom^  are  different  things. 
Hath  Dr  Priestley  written  a  history  of  the  Gormptions 
of  Christianity^  and  bath  he  yet  to  leam^  that  in  the 
kngnage  of  Tbeophilus^  and  (^  the  best  writers  of  his 
age,  the  Word  and  the  Wisdom^  {hoyt  and  Sof  mcJ  are 
used  as  proper  names  of  the  second  and  third  persons 
of  tfae  Trinity  ?  If  his  own  Ireadiog  in  those  early  fathers 
bath  been  so  confined^  that  not  one  of  the  clear  nneqai- 
Tocal  instances  that  occur  in  Theophilus  himself^  in 
Offigeil^  in  Tatian,  and  Iren»us^  hath  ever  fallen  nnder 
baa  own  proper  observation^  he  might  have  been  inform- 
ed of  thb  peculiarity  of  tlieur  style^  from  the  notes  which 
aooompany  the  text  of  Theophilusi  in  Bishop  Fell's 
edition^  printed  at  Oxford  in  1684 ;  whichy  as  it  is  inser- 
ted m  liis  catalogue*  otprincifal  editions,  it  is  possible 
he  may  have  seen.    Theophilus^s  assertion,  that  C^od 
spake  to  no   other  person  than   his  Word  and  his 
wisdom^  is  an  assertion^  that  he  spake  ta  persons  of  no 
less  dignity^  than  the  Son  and  the  Holy  Ghost.    It  is 


*  Dr  PrieiUex't  Ptcfaoe,  p.  xtiL 
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AD  Msertion  of  the  Oatholick  exposition^  of  the  text^ 
and  of  the  consequences  deduced  from  it,  in  opposition 
io  the  Jewish  expositors  of  that  age ;  who  contended^ 
that  this  speech  of  God  was  addressed  to  the  angels. 
Theophilus  therefore,  in  this  passage,  hath  not  dropped 
the  personification  of  the  Logos ;  that  is,  he  hath  not  re- 
ceded from  the  assertion  of  the  personality  of  the  Word. 
He  affirms  not,  that  the  Logos,  so  often  mentioned  by 
himself  and  other  writers  as  a  person,  is  no  person,  but 
merely  the  Divine  Attribute  of  Wisdom ;  which,  in  the 
usual  language  of  grammarians,  were  rather  to  assert 
the  personificationf  than  to  drop  it :  but  by  the  names 
of  the  Word  and  the  Wisdom,  he  distinguishes  two 
different  persons;  saying,  these  were  the  persons  to 
whom  6(k1  spake. 

IV. 
.  L  We  have  seen  by  what  sort  of  arguments,  our 
author's  two  first  assertions,  '^That  the  faith  of  the 
first  age  was  Unitarian,  and  that  the  doctrine  of  our 
Lord's  divinity  was  an  invention  of  the  second/'  are 
supported.  If  he  hath  succeeded  no  better  in  the  proof 
of  his  third  assertion,  concerning  the  Platonick  Chris- 
tians of  the  second  age,  the  inventors,  as  he  would  have 
it,  of  our  Lord's  divinity, — that  the  divinity  which  they 
set  up  was  only  of  that  secondary  sort,  which  was  ad* 
mitted  by  the  Arians,  including  neither  eternity^  nor 


*  That  this  it  the  trae  ezpoatioo,  that  tlie  tezldeMribea  a  eoofolUtioD  wKiah 
pasted  between  the  persons  of  the  Godhead,  is  shown  with  great  brevity,  but 
with  the  highest  degree  of  CTidenee   and  pertpieuity,  in  Dr  Kennicott's  -"-rr 
tation  on  the  Tree  of  life,  p.  5^9,  dO.— Compare  the  nme  diBsertation,  p,  71. 

I  Of  ny  misapprehension  of  the  word  per9omJk€Uion,  as  used  by  Dr  Priestley, 
and  how  little  it  afieoti  my  wrpuDMi,  see  C^  thisteenth  of  my  Lettara  in 
in  reply,  seo. 
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any  proper  necessity  of  existence,  having  tfae  mere  name 
at  divinity^  without  any  thing  of  the  real  form ;  if  the 
proof  of  this  third  assertion  should  he  found  to  be 
equally  infirm  with  that  of  the  other  two,  his  notion  of 
the  gradual  progress  of  opinions,  from  the  mere  Unita- 
rian doctrine  to  the  Arian,  and  from  the  Arian  doctrine 
to  the  Athanasian  faith,  must  he  deemed  a  mere  dream^ 
or  fiction^  in  every  part 

2.  It  must  be  acknowledged^  that  the  first  converts 
from  the  Platonick  school,  took  advantage  of  the  resem* 
hlance  between  the  evangelick  and  Platonick  doctrine^ 
on  the  subject  of  the  Godhead,  to  apply  the  principles 
of  their  old  philosophy,  to  the  explication  and  the  confir- 
mation of  the  articles  of  their  faith.    They  defended  it 
by  arguments  drawn  from  Platonick  principles ;  they 
even  propounded  it  in  Platonick  language :  which^  to 
themselves  and  their  contemporaries,  was  the  most  ia- 
miliar  and  intelligible  that  could  be  employed,  upon  so 
abstrase  a  subject.    Nor  was  this  practice  to  be  con- 
demned, so  long  as  the  Scriptures  and  the  Catholick 
.traditions  were  made  the  test  of  truth ;  so  long  as  reve- 
latbn  was  not  pressed  into  the  service  of  philosophy,  by 
any  accommodation  of  the  pure  evangelical  doctrine  to 
preconceived  opinions :  but  philosophy  was  made  to 
exert  her  powers  in  the  defence  of  revelation,  and  to 
lend  her  laogoage  to  be  the  vehicle  of  its  sacred  truths. 
These  might  be  deemed  the  most  promising  means  that 
could  be  employed,  for  bringing  over  more  converts 
from  the  Pagan  schools ;  and  the  writers,  who  evangel^ 
ized  in  this  philosophical  style,  conceived  perhaps,  that 
they   bad  the  sanction  of  an  Apostle's  example,  <^  for 
becoming  all  things  to  all  men,  that  they  might  gain 
aomc.*^ 
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S.  Bot  whatever  might  be  the  purity  of  their  inten- 
tionsy  they  were  guilty  of  an  unpardonable  deviation 
from  the  primitive  faith^  if  it  be  trne^  that  they  maintain* 
ed  the  doctrine  which  Dr  Priestley  ascribes  to  tliera ; 
namely,  that  the  Son  is  the  mere  contingent  creature  of 
the  Father's  will  and  power ;  a  production  which  hath 
not  always  existed.*  We  have  seen^  that  this  was  not 
the  belief  of  the  first  age ;  and  if  it  is  to  be  found  in  the 
writings  of  the  second^  it  could  indeed  be  nothing  better 
than  a  corruption  ci  religion  by  philosophy. 

4k  To  judge  of  the  truth  of  a  writer's  propositioii, 
and  even  to  divine  of  what  sort  the  ailments  will  be, 
which  he  will  allege  in  support  of  it,  it  is  sometimes 
sufficient  that  the  precise  tenor  of  it  be  clearly  under, 
stood.  They  were  converts  from  Platonisa,  they  w«re 
Christiaiks,  who,  with  their  Ghristiauity,  are  suppoMd 
i»  teve  retained  their  Platonism,  to  whom  Dr  Priestley 
iuBdribes  the  notion  oi  a  Logos  which  had  not  always  ex- 
isted, but  be^n  to  be,  like  other  creatures,  by  an  act  of 
the  Father's  wiU.  After  all  that  Dr  Priesttey  hath 
written,  about  the  resemblance  between  the  ecclesiastical 
and  the  Platonick  Trinity ;  he  hath  yet^  it  seems,  to 
learn,  that  a  created  Logos,  a  Logos  wUch  had  ever  not 
existed,  was  no  less  an  absurdity  in  the  academy,  than 
it  is  an  impiety  in  the  church*  The  converts  from  Pla^ 
tonism  must  have  renounced  their  philosophy,  before 
they  could  be  the  authors  of  this  absurd,  this  monstroua 
opinion.t  As  the  notion  that  this  doctrine  took  its  rise 
with  them,  betrays  a  total  ignorance  of  the  genuine  prin- 


•  UMtof  Comip.  YQl.  i.  p.  4/2,  U»  9SL 

f  See  more  apon  thh  lubjeot  b  the  eighth  of  Dr  Priestley*!  firat  Letten  to 
mei  ttad  the  thuteenth  of  mj  Letten  la  replj.  tee.  8. 
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eiples  of  iheir  school;  it  is  ea^  to  foresee^  that  the  ar^ 
goments  broaght  in  rapport  of  it,  can  only  be  founded  in 
groaa  miaoonstroctions  of  their  language.  That  this  is 
indeed  the  case,  will  be  abundantly  proved  by  a  single 
instance. 

0.  Athenagoras  is  one  of  the  writem  to  whom  Dr 
Priestley  refers  for  a  proof  of  his  assertion.  The  pas- 
sage  which  he  cites,  as  affording  a  proof  that  Athena- 
goras  believed  not  that  Cluist  had  always  existed,  or 
that  the  Logos  had  always  existed,  otherwise  than  aa 
an  attribute  of  the  Divine  Mind,  happens  to  be  one,  in 
wliich  that  Philosophick  fitthar  asserts  the  eternity  of 
tiie  Logos,  as  a  distinct  person,  in  the  most  explicit 
terms ;  and  argues  in  support  of  it,  from  a  certain  r^la- 
fion  rf  the  Logos  to  the  paternal  intellect,  which  the 
name,  Logos,  implies.  <^  Athenagoras/'  says  Br  Priest^ 
ley,  <^  calls  Christ  the  first  production  of  the  Father; 
but  says,  he  was  not  always  actually  produced ;  for  that 
from  the  beginning,  6od,  being  an  eternal  mind,  had 
reason  in  himself,  being  from  eternity  rational.^'*  But 
let  us  hear  Athenagoras  himself.f  ^<  If,''  says  he,  <^  en* 
dowed  as  you  are  with  superior  understanding,"  (he 
addresses  the  EmpercHrs  Maicus  Aurelius  Antonious, 
aud  Lucius  Aurelius  Gommodus,)  it  should  occur  to 
you  to  inquire,  whence  it  is  that  he  is  called  a  Son,  I 
will  explain  it  in  a  few  words.  (It  is)  that  he  is  to  the 
Father  (as)  the  first  offspring.  Not  as  something  made, 
(This  is  the  true  sense  of  the  words,  in  which  Dr  Priest- 
ley imagines  that  it  is  said  that  Christ  was  not  always 
produced)  ^^  Not  as  something  made.    For  Ot>d,  being 


*  Hilt,  of  Corpup.  vol.  I  p.  36. 

f  See  the  entiro  Greek  punge^  p.  6t. 
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an  eternal  intelligence^  himself  from  the  beginning  liad 
the  Logos  in  himself^  being  eternally  rational.''    The 
learned  father  nndertakes  to  explain  to  the  philosopbi- 
cal  emperors,  why  the  second  person  in  the  ever  bles^ 
sed  Trinity,  b  called  the  Son.    He  tells  tbem,  that 
thb  name  is  expressive  of  a  certain  relation^  which  the 
second  person  stands  in  to  the  first,  who  is  called  the 
Father ;  which  relation  is  that  of  the  eldest  bom.    But 
lest  the  relation  of  primogeniture  should  lead  to  the  no- 
tion of  a  proper  physical  generation^  which  wguld  sink 
the  Son  into  the  rank  of  a  creature,  (for  generation  is 
only  a  particular  way  in  which  certain  things  are  made,) 
he  says,  that  the  birth  or  generation  of  the  Son,  is  not 
to.be  understood  as  if  he  were  something  that  had  been 
ever  made ;  as  if  his  being  had  commenced,  at  any  cer* 
tain  time,  by  the  inducement  of  a  form  upon  a  pre-exis- 
ting material.    For  that  is  the  general  notion  of  a  ma- 
king ;  although  in  common  speech  it  is  usual  to  say  of 
those  things  only,  that  they  are  made,  to  which  the 
form  is  given  at  once  by  the  hand  of  the  artist    When 
the  form  is  gradually  brought  on  by  the  plastick  pow- 
ers  of  nature,  the  secret  process  is  called  generation : 
which  is  therefore  but  a  sort  of  making,  and  diflers 
from  that  which  is  usually  called  a  making,  in  the 
means  only  by  which  the  end  is  compassed.  Atbenago- 
ras  therefore  gives  the  emperors  a  cantion,  not  to  under- 
stand by  the  generation  of  the  Son,  a  generation  in  the 
literal  sense  of  the  word,  which  comes  under  the  gener- 
al notion  of  a  making :  not  to  understand  by  it  any  thing 
like  that  natural  process,  by  which  the  bodies  of  plants 
and  animals,  and  some  other  substances,  are  carried 
forward  from  a  potential  to  an  actual  existence.     The 
generation  of  the  Son  cannot  be  understood,  he  says, 
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of  any  aach  prodaction^  becaase  his  actual  existence  is 
from  et^nity.    TMs^  he  says^  is  the  necessary  conae« 
qaence  of  the  confessed  eternity  of  the  Father.    The 
Logos  hath  existed  from  eternity,  in  union  with  the  Fa- 
ther ;  ^<  because  God,  being  eternally  ratioual,  ever  had 
the  Logos  in  himself    The  sense  is,  that  the  personal 
subsistence  of  a  Divine  Logos  is  implied  in  the  very 
idea  of  a  God.    And  the  argument  rests  on  a  principle 
which  was  common  to  all  the  Flatonick  fathers,  and 
seems  to  be  founded  in  Scripture,  that  the  existence  of 
the  Son,  flows  necessarily  from  the  Divine  Intellect  ex- 
erted on  itself;  from  the  Father^s  contemplation  of  his 
own  perfections.    But  as  the  Father  ever  was,  his  per- 
fections have  ever  been,  and  his  intellect  hath  been  ever 
active.    But  perfections,  which  have  ever  been,  the  ever 
active  Intellect  must  ever  have  contemplated ;  and  the 
contemplation  which  hath  ever  been,  must  ever  have 
been  accompanied  with  its  just  effect,  the  personal  exis- 
tence of  the  Son.    Athenagoras  having  thus  proved^ 
that  the  generation  of  the  Son  can  be  only  a  figurative 
generation,  proceeds  to  explain  the  figure,  by  assigning 
the  particular  transaction  to  which  he  conceives  it  to 
allude :  which  is  no  commencement  of  the  Bon's  exist* 
ence  ;  not  even  that  act  of  the  Paternal  Mind,  in  which 
the  existence  of  the  Son  originates ;  but  the  going  forth 
of  the  Son  to  exert  his  powers  in  the  business  of  crea- 
tion.    ^^He  is,''  says  Athenagoras,  ^<  to  the  Father  as 
the  first  offspring ;  not  as  something  that  was  ever  made : 
but  that  he  went  forth  to  be  idea  and  energy  in  material 
substances,  which  lay  yet  in  chaos,  unqualified  and  un* 
dbtinguished ;  the  dense  promiscuously  mingled  with 
the  rare,  waiting  the  operation  of  the  actj^ve  spirit  to  im« 

9 


Qg  A  CHARGE  TO  TH£  CLEiiGV. 

pregnate  them  with  form.''*  Here,  indeed^  the  Son  of 
Ood  is  called  an  idea^  and  an  energy.  But  it  is  not^ 
that  he  is  understood  to  be  an  unsubstantial  idea^  or  en- 
ei^,  of  the  Paternal  Mind ;  but  a  living  idea,  energiz- 
ing on  thie  matter  of  the  universe,  to  stamp  it  with  the 
forms  of  things.  And  his  generation  is  aflBrmed  to  be 
no  commencement  of  bis  existence,  but  the  first  exertion 
of  his  powers  in  the  production  of  external  substances : 
er,  to  use  a  more  Platonick  phrase,  the  first  prqjection  of 
his  energies.    wf^C^^n  rw  tnfynfLotl»r» 

6.  If  any  thing  be  justly  reprehensflble  in  the  notions 
ef  the  Platonick  Christians,  it  is  this  conceit,  which 
seems  to  be  common  to  Athenagoras  with  them  all,  and 
is  a  key  (o  the  meaning  of  many  obscure  passages  ill 
their  writings,  that  the  external  display  of  the  powers  of 
the  Son,  in  the  business  of  creation,  is  the  thing  intend- 
•ed,  in  the  Scripture  language,  under  the  figure  of  his 


Wftilvf  >#ftt/E(«  umt  tm  mO^i^  tot  mc  ymo/tmof'  i(  etf^iK  >«<  e*  eicf»  nrr  fluftoc  •»,  UX9 
«Etft«f  IT  f0urm  T0?  X0^*  «iJW  xej^Moc  9ir  fli^x'  «(  tow  Ukum  9u/ju9a;0m  wmcm 
^V9im  juu  ytK  o;^iM.c  tMtnxmfAwm  luun,  fMi/utty/uivm  Tory  TaL^yfAi^Kt^  irpo;  rtt  htit^'h^ 
fit*  ewToH  iht.  luu  mfyva.  Una  Tr^otK^tn.  There  seems  to  be  some  eorraption  in  the 
words  tuu  ytK'  A  learned  elergyman  of  the  archdeaconry  of  St.  4lban's,  ooDJeciores, 
that  >»;  should  be  tmc  Nor  can  I  devise  any  better  emendation.  The  general 
tense  of  the  passage  cannot  but  be  rery  clear,  to  those  to  whom  the  imagery  of  the 
Pfaktonists  is  in  any  degree  familiar. 

A  passage  of  Hermes  Trismegistus,  preserved  by  Suidas,  and  Cedrenus,  and 
Melela,  may  somewhat  illustrate  this  passage  of  Athenagoras.  Hv  90K  rctpov  vrpo 
^^foif^t  **i  uhf  I7i^y  m  «'  tnlu  »e7*c  «ut »  uaih  m,  Mi  'tm  muht  voi  km  feilt  tuu 
wttufMilt  vtSldL  Vifuxw  vCiQi  tjiht  u  dwf,  UK  flt^JV^^y  u  SMfMn,  UK  HO-ia.  t«  lO^Muraxh^ 
yif  KvpioCt  ***  ^f»  *0U  miQnff  KOi  mtrlA  xrr  oluTh  tuu  iv  flu/7»  fco.  0'  >«i/i  Acyor  «cv7« 
fTipoVkdwry  malnt^u^  uu  >«tffi^  adu  itifAAf^  §t  ycnfAm  uMt  mrm*  tynm  vrwmt  tb 


*  Aialela  has  tr  y«rf/u«  ^9u  «w»r)  for  ir  y'^H^  v^^u 
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generation.*^  A  conceit  which  seems  to  have  no  certain 
foundation  in  holy  writ^  and  no  anthoriiy  in  the  opinions 
and  the  doctrines  of  the  preceding  age :  and  it  seems  to 
have  betrayed  some  of  those  who  were  the  most  wedded 
to  ity  into  the  nse  of  a  very  improper  language ;  as  if  a 
new  relation  had  taken  place  between  the  first  and  the 
second  perscm^  when  the  creative  powers  were  first  ex« 
erted.  The  indiscretion  of  presandng  to  affix  a  deter- 
minate meaning  upon  a  figurative  expression^  of  which 
no  particular  exposition  can  be  safely  drawn  from  holy 
vrit^  is  in  some  degree  aloned  by  the  object  which  these 
vrilers  had  in  view.  It  was  evidently  their  intention^ 
io  goard  the  expressions  of  Scripture  from  misconstruc- 
tion. They  thought  to  lead  men  away  from  the  notion 
of  a  literal  generation^  by  assigning  to  the  figure  a  par- 
ticolar  meaning,  which  it  might  naturally  t>ear^  and 
which,  whether  it  was  the  true  sense  of  it  or  no,  seemed 
not  to  clash  with  any  explicit  part  of  the  revelation* 
The  conversion  of  an  attribute  into  a  person^  whatever 
Br  Priestley  may  ima^ne,  is  a  notion  to  which  they 
were  entire  strangers.  They  held  indeed,  that  the 
exiitence  of  the  Bon  necessarily  and  inseparably  attach- 
ed to  the  attributes  of  the  Paternal  Mind :  insomuch 
that  the  Father  could  no  more  be  without  the  Son,  than 
without  his  own  attributes.  But  that  tho  Son  had  been 
a  mere  attribute,  before  he  became  a  person ;  or  that  tho 
Paternal  attributes  were  older  than  the  Son^s  personal 
existence,  is  a  doctrine  which  they  would  have  heard 
with  horror  and  amazement.  With  horror  as  Ghris^ 
tians;  with  amazement  as  philosophers  f 


■k 


*  See  the  thirtesttth  ^  mf  Letta»  in  n^j»  we.  18>.U. 
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7*  It  is  but  justice  to  Dr  Priestley,  to  acknowledge, 
what  indeed  he  ought  to  have  acknowledged  for  himself, 
that  in  this  misinterpretation  of  the  Platonick  father's, 
he  is  not  original :  that  he  hath  upon  his  side  the  re- 
spectable authority  of  two  very  eminent  divines  of  the 
Roman  church,-— Petavius  and  Hue  tins :  which  however 
is  no  more  than  a  single  authority ;  the  pious  bishop  of 
Avranches,  upon  this  subject,  being  but  the  echo  of  the 
very  learned  Jesuit  It  is  not  the  season  to  revive  past 
quarrels:  one  is  therefore  unwilling  to  recollect  the 
motives,  which  induced  Petavius  to  belie  his  better 
knowledge,  and  to  chai^  the  philosophical  fathers  of 
the  second  century  with  errors,  which  he  was  too  learn- 
ed not  to  know  no  Platonist  could  etitertain.  But  at 
the  time  when  Petavius  wrote,  the  minds  of  the  most 
enlightened  and  liberal  of  the  Romanists,  were  so  ill 
reconciled  to  the  separation  of  the  reformed  churches  from 
their  communion,  that  it  was  the  fashion  for  the  cham- 
pious  of  the  Papal  saperstition,  in  order  to  weaken  the 
support  which  they  were  sensible  the  Protestant  cause 
received,  from  the  writings  of  the  fathers  of  the  three 
first  centuries,  to  take  every  method  to  derogate  from 
their  authority.  And  this,  it  was  thought,  could  in  no 
way  be  more  effectually  done,  than  by  bringing  them 
under  a  suspicion  of  misbelief,  in  doctrines  which  the 
reformed  churches,  and  the  Roman,  hold  in  equal  re- 
verence. The  learned  Petavius  considered  not,  that 
he  sacrificed  the  cause  of  our  common  Gliristianity  to 
the  private  views  of  his  own  church,  in  thus  attempting 
to  corrupt  the  stream  of  tradition  at  the  very  fountain- 
head.  His  arguments,  which  Dr  Priestley  hath  at- 
tempted to  revive,  are  examined  and  confuted  with 
great  erudition  and  abili^^  by  the  excellent  Bishop 
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Bally  in  the  third  section  of  his  '^Defence  of  the 
Nicene  Faith. 

8.  The  last  specimen  which  1  shall  prodoce^  of  Dr 
Priestley's  manner  of  argoing  from  authorities,  shall  be 
taken  from  his  short  account  of  the  word  Trinity.^ 
This  word,  he  says^  first  made  its  appearance  in  the 
writings  of  Theophilns,  bishop  of  Antioch.  But  Dr 
Priestley  thinks  ^<  it  is  not  clear  that  by  it  he  meant,  a 
Trinity  consisting  of  the  same  persons  that  it  was  after- 
wards made  to  consist  of:''  and  he  affirms,  that  it  is  cer- 
tain^ a  Trinity  of  persons  in  the  Godhead,  was  dot 
meant  by  Theophilus;  and  thus  Theophilus  for  the  second 
time,  is  brought  to  ^ve  evidence  against  his  own  opinion. 
Bot  whence  arises  the  certainty,  that  a  Trinity  of  persons 
is  not  meant  by  Theophilus?  From  no  other  circumstance, 
that  I  can  perceive,  but  that  the  word  Trinity  is  expressly 
expounded  in  the  text  of  Theophilus,  by  Ood,  his  Word^ 
and  his  Wisdom.  ^<  The  three  days,"  says  Theophi* 
lus,  ^  which  preceded  the  creation  of  the  luminaries^ 
were  types  of  the  Trinity ;  of  Ghid,  and  of  his  Word, 
and  of  his  Wlsdom/'f  It  hath  already  been  observed, 
that  God,  his  Word,  and  his  Wisdom,  in  the  phraseol* 
ogy  of  Theophilus's  age,  were  used  for  Father,  Son^ 
and  Holy  Ghost.  It  is  unnecessary,  in  thb  assembly^ 
to  dte  the  numerous  examples  that  occur  in  Theophilus^ 
Tatian^  Irensus,  and  Origen.    It  may  be  more  useful 


*  Hkt  orCannp.  vol.  i.  p.  99. 

I  mnvimf  nmt  as  r^  «/4^«u  {t{«)  rm  f^KHfm  yfymuu,  tt/fru  mif  rut  r^Ur  *»» 
mm,  m/  TV  A«>«  mHup  tuu*  th  Xo^mc  ttuk.  Theoph.  ad  Aatolje.  Kb.  iL  p.  106. 
OxAk  1684.  I  iMTe  taken  Oie  liberty  to  Insert  the  yrepoatioii  fr|o»  the  want  of  it 
bck^  etidcDtlj  an  omiinQiv 
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to  explain  the  graands  upon  wUch|  u  I  ooocwrty  tin 
language  was  adopted. 

9.  We  have  seen  that  the  Platonick  fathcn^  althoogh 
they  held  the  eternity  of  the  second  person  no  less  than 
of  the  firsts  imagined^  that  his  generation  signified  s;  par- 
ticular transaction^  which  took  place  at  a  certain  time. 
And  it  is  probable  tbat^  althoogb  they  held  the  eternity 
of  the  Holy  Spirit,  yet  they  conceived,  that  the  proces- 
sion expressed  some  prcjjection  of  his  energies,  which 
took  place  at  the  same  time  with  that^  which  they  under* 
stood  to  be  the  generation  of  the  Son.  They  imagine^! 
that  the  second  person  was  not  properly  a  Son,  before 
that  event,  which  they  understood  by  his  gen^ratwn  : 
and  they  would  eqoally  imapne^  that  the  tlurd  was  not 
properly  the  Spirit,  before  the  event  which  they  imder- 
stood  by  his  procession.  Bat  they  conceived,  that  the 
second  person  had  ever  been  the  Word^  and  that  the 
third  liad  ever  been  the  Wisdom.  Of  the  first  they  coo^ 
eeived,  that  he  was  not  properly  a  Father,  before  the  se» 
cond  was  a  Son ;  although  he  ever  had  been  Gpod.  I 
have  already  given  n^  opinion  of  these  subtle  dtistinc- 
tions ;  for  which  the  best  apology  (for  an  apology  they 
need)  isihe  evident  good  intention  of  the  writers,  who 
first  maintained  them.  But  upon  these  distinctions^ 
whether  just  or  visionary^  thmr  phraseology  seems  to 
have  been  founded.  They  thought  the  names  of  God, 
the  Word,  and  the  Wisdom,  which  express  of  each  of 
Ihe  three  divine  persons,  what  eadi  hath  always  been  ; 
were  appellations  to  be  generally  preferred  to  those  of 
Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost ;  which  express  relations 
only,  which,  according  to  their  fancy,  had  not  always 
lieen.    And  this  explains  the  reason^  why  they  used 
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fte  word  Ood,  as  the  peculiar  appellation  of  the  Father. 
It  was  not  that  they  scrupled  to  ascribe  an  equal  divin* 
ity  to  all  the  three  Persons ;  but  that^  rejecting  the  sim- 
pler nomenclature  founded  on  relations,  they  desired  to 
call  each  person,  by  the  name  which  they  conceived  to 
be  most  descriptive  of  his  essence :  and  of  the  essence  of 
the  Father,  they  could  find  no  name  at  all  descriptive^ 
but  the  general  appellation, — Ood« 

10.  The  three  names  therefore,  God,  the  Word,  and 
the  Wisdom,  in  the  language  of  Theophilus's  age,  were 
understood  to  be  equivalent  to  Father.  Son,  and  Holy 
Ghost :  and  when  Theophilus  expounds  the  word  Tri« 
KiTT^  by  God,  his  Word,  and  his  Wisdom,  it  is  just  the 
game  thing  as  if  be  had  rendered  it  by  Father,  Son,  and 
Holy  Ghost.  How  this  exposition  may  create  a  doubt, 
whether  Theopbilus's  Trinity  consisted  of  the  same 
persons  with  the  Trinity  of  later  ages ;  how  it  may  pro- 
duce a  certainty,  that  Theophilus^s  was  not  a  Trinky  of 
persons  in  the  Godhead,  it  is  not  my  business  to  explain. 
Dr  Priestley  should  have  opened  this  mystery ;  but  he 
hath  not  condescended  to  give  his  readers  any  farther 
Ught  than  his  own  naked  assertion,  that  the  thing  is,  as 
be  would  choose  that  it  should  be ;  which  in  this,  as  in 
other  cases,  he  seems  to  think  may  pass  for  a  sufficient 
proof,  of  any  of  the  paradoxes  of  his  own  party. 

11.  Perhaps  his  doubt  about  the  real  meaning  of  the 
word,  and  his  confident  persuasion  that  it  was  no  Trin- 
ity of  persons  in  the  Godhead,  have  arisen  from  the  ob« 
scurity  of  which  he  complains,  in  the  subsequent  part  of 
the  sentence,  where  the  Word  and  the  Wisdom  are 
mentioned  again.  It  is  indeed  but  reasonable  to  sup. 
pose,  that  these  words  are  used  in  the  same  sense  in 
both  places*    Bat  in  Hm  second  place,  the  Wisdom^ 


t^2  A  CHARGE  TO  tHE  CLEbGY. 

Dr  Priestley  might  ima^ae^  could  be  no  divioe  person. 
For  in  Dr  Priestley's  English,  the  latter  clause  of  the 
sentence  runs  thus :  ^^  The  fourth  day  is  the  type  of 
Man^  who  needs  lights  that  the  Word  may  be  God,  and 
the  Man  Wisdom.'^  This  passage,  Dr  Priestley  ob- 
serves, is  ^^  certainly  obscure  enough.''  You  all,  1  am 
persuaded,  agree  in  the  truth  of  bis  remark ;  and  you 
will  equally  agree  in  mine,  if  1  venture  to  say  much 
more  of  the  latter  clause :  that  it  is  certainly  nnintelligi* 
ble — ^in  Dr  Priestley's  translation.  But  turn  to  the  ori- 
ginal — the  whole  obscurity  will  vanbh ;  and  instead  of 
it,  you  will  find  that  striking  perspicuity  of  language, 
which  is  the  characteristick  beauty  of  Theophilus's  style. 
Having  said,  that  the  three  first  days  of  creation  were 
types  of  the  Trinity,  Theophilus  adds,  <<  That  the  fourth 
was  a  type  of  Man,  who  is  in  need  of  light.  That  there 
might  be,  or,  so  that  there  is,  Gfod,  the  Word^  the  Wis- 
dom, Man."^  This  last  clause  is  nothing  but  an  enu- 
meration  of  all  that  had  been  mentioned,  as  typified  in 
the  first  four  days  of  creation.  To  explain  how  these 
days  were  types  of  what  they  are  supposed  to  represent, 
might  indeed  be  diCBcult :  but  in  the  age  of  Theophilus^ 
the  great  art  of  interpreting  the  Old  Testament,  was 
supposed  to  consist  in  making  types  out  of  every  thing. 
The  sense,  however,  of  the  writer,  is  expressed  with 
the  greatest  perspicuity.  It  is  evident  from  his  own 
exposition  of  the  word,  that  he  speaks  of  no  other  Tri- 
nity than.  Father,  Son,  and  Holy  Ghost  It  appears 
therefore,  from  the  testimony  of  Theophilus,  that  the 
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w(Hrd  was  used  at  first  in  no  other  sense,  than  that  which 
it  hath  borne  in  later  ages.  The  word  bath  not  changed 
its  original  meaning ;  but  in  this,  as  in  most  of  his  as- 
sertions, Dr  Priestley  is  confuted  by  his  own  authori- 
ties. 

13.  I  feel  no  satisfaction  in  detecting  the  weaknesses 
of  this  learned  writer^s  argnment,  but  what  arises  from 
a  consciousness,  that  it  is  a  discharge  of  some  part  of 
the  duty,  which  I  owe  to  the  church  of  G^mI.  It  is  a 
mortifying  proof  of  the  infirmity  of  the  human  mind,  in 
the  highest  improvement  of  its  faculties  in  the  present 
life,  that  such  fallacies  in  reasoning,  such  misconstrue^ 
timis  of  authorities,  such  distorted  views  of  facts  and 
ofHttions^  should  be  found  in  the  writings  of  a  man,  to 
whom,  of  all  men  of  the  present  age,  some  branches  of 
the  experimental  sciences  are  the  most  indebted. 

V. 

1.  May  I  be  permitted  to  close  this  long  address, 
with  a  word  of  exhortation  to  the  younger  members  of 
the  priesthood. 

fL  The  actual  state  of  things  is  such,  that,  to  the 
greater  pari  of  those  who  engage  in  it,  our  holy  profes- 
sion  must  furnish  the  means  of  a  subsistence.  The  con- 
sequence Is,  that  we  are  obliged  to  enter  upon  it  in  an 
early  season  of  our  lives,  when  it  is  well  if  we  have 
previously  laid  a  good  foundation  in  our  minds,  of  the 
very  first  principles  of  the  doctrine  of  Christ :  and  a  due 
pn^iency  in  the  theological  studies,  must  be  the  attain- 
ment of  future  industry.  To  the  novitiates  therefore  of 
our  order,  considered  as  unfinished  theologians,  I  take 
the  liberiy  to  recommend  the  diligent  study  of  the  works 
of  Bishop  Boll ;  especially  of  his  writings  on  the  sub. 
]ect  of  the  Trinity,  with  the  annotations  of  Qrube^  his 
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teamed  editor*  In  ibe8e5  they  will  find  an  exact  and 
critical  detail|  of  the  opinions  ol  the  fatbore  of  the  three 
first  centuries.  They  will  find  the  faith  of  the  church 
of  England  confirmed,  and  proved  to  be  the  original 
faith,  by  a  tradition,  traced  with  certainty  to  the  apos* 
tolick  age.  And  they  will  find  eveiy  argument  refuted, 
which  the  Unitarian  party  have  yet  been  able  to  form, 
upon  their  own  views^  of  the  opinions  of  the  earliest 
ages. 

8.  The  study  of  Bishop  Bull,  if  leisure  is  not  want* 
ing,  may  be  followed  or  accompanied  with  advantage, 
by  that  of  the  ecclesiastical  historians ;  of  the  original 
liistorians,  I  mean,  Eusebius,  Socrates,  Bozomen,  and 
Tbeodoret  As  for  modem  histories,  the  use  of  them^ 
without  a  previous  acquaintance  with  the  ancient  writers, 
is  rather  to  be  discouraged  than  recommended.  By 
those  who  are  already  learned  in  the  subject,  they  may 
be  read  indeed  with  emolument ;  as  commentaries  on 
tjie  ancient  text  of  history,  as  it  lies  in  the  original 
writers,  which  may  occasionally  throw  light  upon  dark 
and  doubtful  questions.  Bu^  as  books  of  elementary 
instruction  for  beginners,  they  will  generally  be  perni- 
cious ;  for  it  will  too  often  be  found  to  be  the  case,  that 
the  narrative  is  accommodated,  not  through  premeditated 
fraud,  but  in  tlie  mere  error  of  prejudice,  either  to  the 
private  opinions  of  the  writer,  or  to  the  interests  of  bis 
sect.  Of  this,  Dr  Priestley's  work  is  a  striking  exam- 
ple. No  work  was  p^haps  ever  sent  abroad,  under 
the  title  of  a  history,  containing  less^of  truth  than  his,  in 
proportion  to  its  volume. 

4.  From  ecclesiastical  history,  the  student  learns 
what  the  f(uth  of  the  church  hath  at  all  times  been ; 
and  ha  is  enabled  to  separate  the  pore  doctrine  of  the 
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first  age,  firom  all  later  innovatioiis :  a  matter  at  all  times 
of  the  highest  momeat ;  bat  of  particular  importance  in 
the  present  jnnctare,  when  the  whole  ability  and  learn- 
ing of  the  Unitarian  party  is  exerted>  to  wrest-  from  us 
the  argument  from  tradition.    The  importance-  of  the 
argffment  from  tradition^  rests  upon  the  supposed  infal- 
13>ility  of  the  first  preaehers.    The  opinion  of  their  in* 
fallibility,  rests  upon  the  belief  of  their  divine  illumina- 
tion*   The  consequence  ot  a  divine  illumination  is,  that 
their  whole  dochine  must  have  been — not  indeed  ob- 
Tioas  to  the  human   understanding-^not  within  the 
reach  of  its  unassisted  power  to  discover — ^but  consonant 
to  the  highest  reason,  nor  too  difficult,  when  propounded, 
fat  the  human  apprehension ;  and  though  not  free  from 
{mradiMKes,  certainly  not  encumbered  with  contradictions. 
No  tradition  therefore  may  avail  to  prove,  that  any 
numifest  contradiction;  that  a  part^  far  instance,  is  equal 
to  the  whole,  or  that  the  same  thing  in  the  same  respect^ 
k  at  the  same,  time  one  and  many,  was  a  part  of  the 
apostolick  doctrine ;  if  the  inspiration*  of  the  apostles  be 
admitted*    Of,  if  it  should  appear,  from  the  evidence  of  a 
tradition  which  cannot  reasonably  be  questioned,  that 
the  apmtles  really  required  the  belief  of  contradictions 
Buder  the  name  of  mysteries  ^  their  pretence  to  inspira- 
tioa  will  be  refuted,  and  the  credit  of  their  doctrine 
overturned.    For  as  the^  evidence  of  intuition  is  far  su- 
perior to  that  of  sense ;  no  external  evidence  may  estab- 
lish the  belief  of  a  contradiction ;  sinc&no  testimony  that 
a  contradiction  is,  should  be  allowed  to  overpower  the 
intuitive  conviction  that  it  eafiuot  be.      An  inquiry^ 
therefore,  into  the  reasonableness  of  our  faith,  as  well 
as  just  views  of  its  history,  is  of  great  importance. 
fi.  The  reasonableness  of  our  faith  will  be  best  ua^ 
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dentoody  from  (he  writiiigs  of  the  fatben  erf  the  three 
first  centuries.  And  among  these,  those  wicked  Pla* 
^ists  of  the  second  age,  who,  in  Dr  Priestley^s  judg* 
ment,  sowed  the  seeds  of  the  antichristian  corruptioo, 
deserve  particalar  attention ;  for  the  great  perspicuity 
l^ith  which,  in  general,  they  expound  the  faith,  and  the 
great  ability  with  which  they  defend  it.  And  as  these 
corrupters,  brought  with  thrai  into  the  church  the  lan- 
guage of  their  school,  (I  say  the  language^  for  its  opin- 
ions, except  so  far  as  they  harmonized  with  the  gospel^ 
they  had  the  ingenuity  to  retract,*)  the  writings  of  the 
Pagan  philosophers,  particularly  the  Plaionists,  will  be 
of  considerable  use  to  the  Christian  student ;  as  they  will 
bring  him  more  acquainted  with  a  phraseology,  which 
is  used  even  by  the  Christian  Platonists :  nor  for  tiiis 
purpose  only,  but  for  some  degree  of  light  which  they 
will  throw  upon  the  argument.  The  error  of  the  li^er 
Platonists  was,  that  they  warped  the  genuine  doctrine 
of  the  original  tradition,  their  GM^oficSaW  Bt^Kcyta,  to  a 
form  in  which  it  might  be  in  friendship  with  the  popular 
idolatry.  Their  writings  therefore  are  a  mine,  in  which 
the  true  metal  is,  indeed,  mingled  with  a  dross  of  hete- 
rogeneous substances ;  but  yet,  the  richness  of  the  ore 
is  such,  as  may  well  repay  the  cost  and  trouble  of  the 
separation.  Or,  if  leisure  should  be  wanting,  for  a 
minute  study  of  a  subject  which  may  seem  but  of  a  se- 
condary importance ;  it  will  at  least  be  expedient,  I  had 
almost  said  it  will  be  necessaiy,  to  know  so  much  of  the 
opinions  of  heathen  antiquity,  as  is  to  be  learned  from 
those  authentick  documents,  which  the  industry  of  the 


*  See  the  beginning  of  JiHtiii  Martjr't  DttiogQe  vith  Tixpbo;  and  Tbeoph. 
ad  Autolycky  Vib,  a. 
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indefatigable  ^  iworth  hath  collected  and  arranged, 
with  great  judgikient^  in  bis  Intellectual  System.  ^ 

6.  The  advantage  to  be  expected  from  these  deep 
researches,  is  not  any  insight  into  the  manner  in  which 
the  three  Divine  Persons  are  united;  a  knowledge, 
which  is  indeed  too  high  for  roan,  perhaps  for  angels ; 
which,  in  our  present  condition  at  least,  is  not  to  be 
attained,  and  ought  not  to  be  sought;  but  that  just 
apprehension  of  the  Scripture  doctrine,  which  will  show 
that  it  is  not  one  of  those  things  that  '^  no  miracles  can 
prove^'^*  will  be  the  certain  fruit  of  the  studies  recom- 
mended. They  will  lead  us  to  see  the  Scripture  doc- 
trine  in  its  true  light :  that  it  is  an  imperfect  discovery, 
not  a  contradiction.  That  the  Catholick  futh  is  not 
properly  compared  with  the  tale  of  Mahomet's  journey 
to  the  third  heaven ;  his  conferences  there,  while  the 
pitcher  of  water  fell ;  or  even  with  the  doctrine  of  tran- 
snbstantiation  :t  that  even  the  Athanasian  creed,  is 
something  very  different  from,  a  set  ^<  of  contradictions 
the  most  direct  which  any  person,  the  most  skilled  in 
logick,  might  draw  up'^ — a  censure,  which  could 
hardly  have  fallen  from  our  learned  adversary.  Unita- 
rian as  he  is,  had  he  but  known  so  common  a  book  as 
Dr  Wateriand's  History  and  Paraphrase.  In  the  opin- 
ions of  the  Pagan  Platonists,  we  have  in  some  degree 
an  experimental  proof,  that  this  abstruse  doctrine  cannot 
be  the  absurdity,  which  it  seems  to  those  who  misunder* 


*  *■  They  are  thiogi  which  no  minclet  cm  prove^"  nyi  Dr  Prieitlej,  Id  Ms 
Addrew  to  Mr  GibboD,  speaking  of  the  dootrinet  of  the  Trinhj,  and  the 
Aumemeot.    See  Hiat  of  Corrap.  Yol.  il  p.  S61. 
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stand  it  Would  Plato^  would  Fcnrphyry^  would  OTea 
Plotious,  have  believed  the  miracles  of  Maliomety  or 
the  doctrine  of  transubstantiatioB  ?  But  they,  all  belie* 
ved  a  doctrine^  whicli^  so  far  at  least^  resembles  the 
Nicene^  as  to  be  loaded  with  the  same,  or  greater  oh- 
jections.  By  every  one^  who  will  thus  cmnbine  the 
studies  of  divinity  and  philosophy^  the  truth  of  Plato's 
observation,  I  am  persuaded^  will  be  soon  experienced : 
thaty  to  those  who  apply  themselves  to  these  speculations^ 
with  a  humble  disposition  to  be  taught,  rather  than  with 
the  unphilosophical  and  irreligious  habity  of  deciding 
hastily  upon  tiie  first  view  of  difficulties ;  what  at  first 
ajqpeared  the  most  incredible^  will^  in  the  end^  seem  the 
most  evident  and  certain ;  and  maxims^  which  seemed  at 
first  indisputable^  will  be  discarded.^ 

7«  An  extensive  erudition  in  Pagaui  as  well  as  Ghris- 
tian  antiquity^  joiBed  with  a  critical  nnderstanding  of 
the  sacred  text ;  is  that  which  hath  so  long  enabled  the 
clergy  of  the  church  of  England^  to  take  the  lead  ammig 
Protestants,  as  the  apolo^sts  of  thA  apostolick  fiuth  and 
discipline;  and  to  baffle  the  united  strength  of  their 
adversaries,  of  all  denominations.  God  forbid,  that 
throng  an  indolence,  which  would  be  unpardonable, 
we  should  ever  lose  the  superiority  which  we  have  so 
long  maintained.  The  acquisition  of  learning  is  indeed 
laborious,  but  the  fruit  is  sweet  The  private  satisfac- 
tion that  it  must  give,  to  every  minister  of  the  church  of 
England,  to  understand,  that  his  engagements  to  the 
establishment,  are  penectly  consistent  with  his  higher 
obligations  to  God  and  Ghrist ;  is  alone  sufficient,  to 
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repay  the  labour  of  the  studies^  which  afford  tbia  cem^ 
fertable  conviction^  and  contribute  to  its  daily  growth. 
Bat  private  satisfaction  is  not  the  end  of  our  pursuits. 
The  nobler  end  is  pnblick  edification.  It  is  a  maxim 
of  Dr  Priestley's^  that  every  man^  who  in  his  conscience 
dissents  from  the  established  churchy  is  obliged  in  con- 
science to  be  a  declared  dissenter.  I  honour  tbe  gene* 
rosity  of  tlie  sentiment. 
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It  ought,  much  more,  to  be  the  sentiment  of  every  one 
who  stands  with  the  received  doctrine,-^to  be  a  declared 
churchman.    If  he  would  reap  any  solid  advantage 
from  the  purity  of  his  faith,  he  must  be  an  open  and 
avowed  believer ;  lest,  if  he  confess  not  Christ,  his  God. 
and  Saviour,  before  men,  he  should  not  be  at  last  con- 
fessed  before  the  angels  of  heaven.    If  this  confession 
be  the  general  duty  of  every  man,  who  feels  conviction ; 
it  is  the  particular  duty  of  every  man,  who  hath  been 
called  to  the  evangelist's  office.    He  holds  the  authority 
of  his  commission  for  no  other  purpose,  but  to  be  a  wit- 
ness of  tbe  truth.    A  conviction  that  it  is  the  truth, 
founded  on  a  deep  investigation  of  the  subject,  will  sup- 
ply him  with  firmness,  to  persevere  in  the  glorious  at- 
testation, unawed  by  the  abilities  of  his  antagonists,  un« 
daunted  by  obloquy,  unmoved  by  ridicule :  which  seem 
to  be  the  trials  which  God  hath  appointed,  instead  of 
persecution,  in  the  present  age,  to  prove  the  sincerity 
and  patience  of  the  faithful*    The  advocatn  of  that 
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sound  form  of  woids^  which  wu  ori^nally  delirered  to 
the  saiats^  h«th  to  expect  that  his  opinions  ivill  be  the 
open  jest  of  the  Unitarian  party :  that  hb  sincerity  will 
be  called  in  qaestion :  or^  if  <^  a  bare  possibiHlfi  of  his 
being  in  earnest''*  be  charitably  admitted^  the  misfor- 
tone  of  his  education  will  be  lamented,  and  his  preju* 
dices  deplored.  All  this  insult  will  not  alarm  nor  dis- 
compose him.  He  will  rather  glory  in  the  recollection^ 
that  his  adherence  to  the  faith  of  the  first  ages  hath  pro- 
voked it  The  conviction^  which  he  will  all  the  while 
enjoy^  that  his  philosophy  is  Plato's  and  his  creed  St 
John's^  will  alleviate  the  mortification  he  might  other- 
wise feel  in  diffiuing  from  Dr  Priestley :  nor  seffer  him 
to  think  the  evil  insupportable,  although  the  consequence 
of  this  dissent,  should  be,  that  he  must  share  with  the 
excellent  Bishop  of  Worcester,  in  Dr  Priestley's  ^'  pity 
and  indignation."t  Not  indeed  that  he  will  hold  any 
good  man's  good  o[Hnion  cheap ;  or  esteepi  it  a  light 
evil,  that  a  conscientious  attachment  to  the  truth,  should 
embroil  him  with  those,  whose  talente  he  will  re^'^re, 
and  whose  virtues  he  will  love.  But  he  will  esteem  it 
but  a  temporaiy  evil :  an  evil  which  providence,  in 
mercy,  hath  appointed  for  the  trial  oi  his  faith,  and  the 
improvement  of  his  habite  of  disinterested  obedience :  an 
evil,  therefore,  which  the  spirit  of  a  Christian  will  sup. 
port ;  suffering  neither  the  misfortune  to  deject,  nor  the 
injury  to  irritate.    Adoring  the  wisdom  of  that  myste- 


•  ITiit  of  Comip.  Tol.  ii.  p.  471 . 

t  «  To  lee  tach  mea  m  Bahop  Uurd  in  tfali  «la»  of  writen,  (die  defeiulers 
of  the  eiUbUahment,)  when  he  k  qualified  to  elan  with  TiUotaon,  HoMlky,  and 
Clarke;  equally  exeites  one's  pity  and  indigoation.''    Hist,  of  Comip.  toI.  ii' 
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rioii9  dispensatiM,  whicb^  to  heighten  human  virtue^ 
erdaiod  that  it  should  often  miss  the  reward^  which  dis* 
intereeted  virtue  ever  covets  most ;  of  that  dispensation^ 
which  makes  even  error  and  rash  judgment,  a  useful 
part  of  the  discipline  of  the  present  life :   he  will  not 
disgrace  the  cause  which  he  should  support,  by  any  un* 
charitable  conclusions  concerning  the  actual  motives,  or 
the  fnture  doom,  of  those  whose  opinions  he  may  thbk 
it  his  duty  to  oppose.    Nor,  in  the  necessary  asperity 
of  ddmte,  will  he  hastily  retaliate  their  unjust  asper* 
sions.     He  will  admit  much  more  than  a  possibility^ 
that  Dr  Priestley  may  be  in  earnest  in  all  his  misinter* 
pretations  of  the  Scriptures  and  the  fathers^  and  in  all  his 
misrepresentations  of  facts.    Appearances  to  the  con- 
trary, however  strong,  he  will  refer  to  the  fascinating 
power  of  prejudice,  and  to  the  delusive  practice  of  lock- 
ing  through  authors,*  wliich  the  historian  of  religious 
opinions  ought  to  have  read.    Though  truth,  in  these 
oratroversies,  can  be  only  on  one  side ;  he  will  indulge, 
and  he  will  avow,  the  charitable  opinion,  that  sincerity 
may  be  on  both.    And  he  will  enjoy  the  reflection,  that 
by  an  equal  sincerity,  through  the  power  of  that  blood, 
which  was  shed  equally  for  all,  both  parties  may  at  last 
find  equal  mercy.    In  the  transport  of  this  holy  hope, 
he  will  anticipate  that  glorious  consummation,  when 
&ith  shall  be  absorbed  in  knowledge ;  and  the  Are  of 
controversy  for  ever  quenched.    When  the  same  gene* 
rous  zeal  for  God  and  truth,  which  too  ofl»n,  in  this 


*  «  I  hKwm  takra  a  good  deal  of  pains  to  read,  or  at  leart,  look  oarefoUy 
Umiii*ii  minj  of  the  moft  aapUal  wocks  of  tha  aaaaeiit  Chrutiao  writarf."   fi» 
r'l  PreffMOy  p.  XTO. 
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world  of  folly  and  confusion^  sets  those  at  widest  vari- 
ance, whom  the  simititiide  of  virtuous  feelings  should 
the  most  unite*— shall  be  the  cement  of  an  indissoluble 
friendship  ;  when  the  innumerable  multitude  of  all  ba* 
tions,  kindreds,  and  people,  (why  should  I  not  add  of 
all  sects  and  parties,)  assembled  round  the  throne,  shall, 
like  the  first  Christians,  be  of  one  soul  and  one  mind, 
giving  pmise,  with  one  consent,  to  Him  that  sitteth  on 
the  throne,  and  to  the  Lamb  that  was  slain,  to  Mdeeoai 
them  by  his  blood* 
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While  these  sheets  wem  in  preparation  for  the  press 
Dr  Priestley  was  challenged  by  a  writer  in  the  Month- 
ly Review,  for  June^  (who  the  critick  may  be^  I  know 
not — he  appears  to  be  learned  in  ecclesiastical  history ; 
and  I  am  well  pleased  to  find^  that  his  views  of  Dr 
Priestley's  argument^  in  many  particulars,  agree  with 
mine^)  Dr  Priestley  wa»  challenged  by  thid  writer,  to 
point  oat  the  particular  passages  in  Origen's  writings 
in  which  he  had  conceived  an  acknowledgment  of  the 
identify  of  the  Nazarenes  and  the  Ebionites  to  be  con- 
tained; Dr  Priestley's  Reply  hath  already  made  its 
appearance ;  in  which  he  is  reduced  to  the  necessity  of 
confessing,  that  he  hath  no  such  passage  to-  produce.* 
Still,  however,  be  maintains,  that  the  identity  of  these 
sectaries,  although  not  acknowledged  by  Origen,  is  to  be 
inferred  from  Origeu,  Bpiphanius,  and  Eusebius.f    But 
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this  18  dtill  affirmed^  xvitbont  reference  to  the  parlicular 
passages,  either  of  Origen  or  of  Easebius,  from  which 
the  inference  is  to  be  drawn :  nor  is  the  reader  informed, 
in  which  of  Origen's  works  that  description  is  to  be 
found,  of  the  opinions  of  the  Ebionites,  which  represents 
them  as  the  same  opinions  which  others  ascribe  to  the 
Nazarenes  j  and  makes  it  appear,  that  Origen  had  no 
idea  of  any  difference  between  the  two  sects.^     Dr 
Priestley  makes  a  reference  indeed  to  the  18th  tract  of 
Origen's  Commentary  upon  St  Matthew's  Gospel  ;t  but 
this  is  for  another  purpose :   t&r  proof,  of  what  needs 
indeed  no  proof  at  all,--4faat  the  Ebionites  were  of  two 
sorts ;  the  one  admitting,  the  other  denying,  the  miraca- 
lous  conception,  while  both  rejected  the  divinity  of  the 
Redeemer.     What  proof  of  this  secondary  proposition 
is  to  be  found,  in  the  13th  of  the  Exegeticks  upon  Bt 
Matthew^s  Gospel,  I  know  not.    I  suspect  an  error  of 
the  press ;  and  timt  the  reference  should  have  been  to 
the  i6th  of  the  Exegeticks,  in  the  8rd  section,  which 
treats  of  the  cure  of  the  blind  near  Jericho*    In  that 
transaction,  as  St  Mark  relates  it,  Origen  ima^nes,  that 
the  two  divisions  of  the  primitive  church,  the  Gentiles 
and  the  Jewish  converts,  are  allegorized.    Jericho  is  the 
world^^The  multitudes  which  follow  our  Lord  from 
Jericho,  are  the  converts  from  Paganism  to  the  true 
faith ;  who  forsake  the  world,  to  follow  Christ — The 
blind  beggar  is  a  half-converted  Jew,  addicted  to  the 
EbionsBan  heresy ;  whose  eyes  are  at  last  opened  to 
the  truth  of  the  gospel.     If  this  be  not  the  reference 


•  Repfj,  p.  5. 

I  See  the  Referenoesy  p.  i»  of  the  Rcptj* 
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irbich  Df  Priestley  meant  to  make,  let  me  advise  him 
to  adopt  it  in  the  emended  edition  of  his  work,  which 
he  seems  to  promise.  Besides  Ihat^  the  very  purport  of 
the  exposition,  which  places  the  characteristick  distinc- 
tion between  the  Gentile  and  the  Jew  convert,  in  a  be- 
lief or  dbbelief  of  Christ's  divinity,  may  seem  to  mili- 
tate  strongly  for  his  favourite  opinion,  that  the  whole 
Hebrew  church  was  Unitarian ;  he  will  find  one  sen* 
tence  in  particular  in  this  discourse,  or  a  part  at  least 
of  one  sentence,  which^  I  am  persuaded,  be  will  think 
worthy  to  be  written  in  characters  of  gold.    Kai  iircer 

tin<  Tfiir  ftTO  IvSotiur  ^nrtvo/lw  cic  ror  I^fovy  rirr  mft  %  a^JIfifor 
Maftttf  fjioftK  xoei  rn   dtM  ^nvfiA^^   i  finf  koei  ^i7«  r»fc    wtfi 

m/h  i^oAoyiocc,  i^u  X.  T.  X. ^* and  when  yon 

consider,  what  belief  they  of  the  Jewish  race  who  believe 
in  lesns,  entertain  of  the  Redeemer ;  some  thinking  that 
he  took  his  being  from  Mary  and  Joseph,  some  indeed 
from  Mary  only  and  the  Divine  Spirit,  but  still  without 
any  belief  of  his  divinity ;  you  will  understand,  &c.^ 
These  expressions,  taken  by  themselves,  may  seem  to 
intimate,  that  the  sect  of  the  Ebionites,  in  its  two  great 
branches,  embraced,  in  the  time  of  Origen,  the  whole 
body  of  the  Hebrew  Christians.  But  let  the  learned 
reader  attentively  peruse  the  whole  discourse ;  let  him 
consider  well  the  subject  and  the  style ;  and  he  will  per- 
ceive, that  as  the  subject  is  not  histoiy,  neither  is  the 
style  of  the  sedate  historick  kind.  The  object  of  the 
discourse  is  to  Bpiritiudize  a  plain  story :  an  attempt,  in 
which  the  imagination  of  the  writer  is  always  busier 
than  the  judgment :  and  the  style,  even  in  allusion  to 
historical  facts,  is  generally  rather  warm  than  exact ; 
and  is  apt  to  border  on  the  vehement  and  the  exagge- 
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vated.  This  is  in  some  degree  ttie  case  in  tikis  discourse 
iji  Origen's.  His  expressions  are  therefore  to  be  inters- 
preted^  by  the  known  tenor  of  ecclesiastical  history : 
ecclesiastical  history  is  not  to  be  accommodated  to  his 
expressions.  That  the  Jewish  converts  were  remarka* 
hly  prone  to^the  KbionaBau  heresy^irom  which  the  Gentile 
churches  in  general  were  pnre^  is  the  most  that  can  be 
concluded  from  this  passage,  strengthened  as  it  might  be 
with  another,  somewhat  to  the  same  purpose,  in  the 
Commentaries  upon  St  John's  Gospel.  But  what  if  it 
were  proved^  that  the  whole  sect  of  the  Nazarenes  was 
absorbed  in  th&Ebionsuin  heresy  in  the  days  of  Origen  2 
What  evidence  would  that  afford  of  the  identity  of  the 
Nazarenes  and  the  Ebionites,  in  earlier,  times?  And 
even  that  identity,  if  it  were  proved,  what  evidence 
would  it  afford,  that  the  church  of  Jerusalem  had  been 
ori^nally  Unitarian,,  under  her  firsA  bishops  of  the  CV'* 
cumcision  ? 

2.  But  however  indecisive  the  pretended  testimony  of 
Origen  may  be,  Dr  FriesUey  makes  himself  very  sure 
that  Epiphanius  is  on  his  side.^  *^  Epiphanius  expressly 
says,  that  Ebion  held  the  same  opinion  with  the  Naza- 
renes.*''  The  only  inference  to  be  made  from  this  as- 
sertion, is  this :  that  Dr  Priestley  hath  never  troubled 
himself  to  read  more  of  Epiphanius's  account  of  the 
Ebionites,  than  the  first  eleven  words  of  the  first  sen- 
tence. Had  he  read  the  first  sentence  to  the  end,  he 
would  have  found  that  Ebion,  although  he  arose  from 
the  school  of  the  Nazarenes,  and  held  similar  opinions, 
preached  also  other  doctrines,  of  which  he  was.  the  first 
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iiiveiitar.  Among  these  novelties^  by  the  conseiit  of  all 
antiquity,  though  not  with  Dr  Priestley's  leave,  we  place 
the  mere  humanity  of  Ghrist,  with  or  without  the  mira* 
culona  conception. 

S.*  Still  Dr  Priestley  triumphs  in  the  silence  of  He* 
gedppus,  and  the  concessions  of  Justin  Martyr.  It 
were  not  difficult,  to  show  the  insufficiency  of  his  Reply 
to  the  learned  reviewer  of  his  work,  upon  both  these 
articles :  but  I  forbear  to  put  my  sickle  into  another's 
harvest.  But  that  it  may  not  be  thought  strange,  that 
these  cogent  arguments  should  have  been  suffered  to 
pass  unnoticed  in  my  own  animadversions,  and  that 
the  omission  may  not  be  imputed  to  the  wrong  cause ; 
it  seems  proper  to  declare  the  true  reason  of  it,  which 
was  this :  I  wished  to  confine  my  strictures  to  those  ar- 
gnments,  in  which  the  learned  author  seemed  to  me  the 
most  originaL  In  these  two  he  is  the  least  so.  Both 
are  stale.  The  one  is  from  Zuicker's  mint ;  the  other 
from  Bpiscopius.  Both  have  been  canvassed  with  great 
accuracy,  and  both  have  been  effectually  overturned,  by 
that  excellent  Divine  whom  I  have  so  often  found  occa- 
sion to  mention^  and  who  never  must  be  mentioned  with- 
out praise,  the  learned  and  pious  Bishop  Bull. 
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T%e  JBtrehieacon  ijf  St  Jttban^s  iedine$  a  regular  con* 
traversy  wUh  Dr  PrieBtley. — Produces  new  inatan- 
cea  of  Dr  Priestlefs  inaccuraciea  and  misrepresent 
tations. 

WHEN,  at  the  request  of  the  Clei^  of  my  arch, 
deaconry,  I  pablished  the  dtscourse^  in  which'  I  had 
pvea  tbem  my  thoughts  of  yoar  late  attack  on  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Trinity ;  it  was  not  at  all*  my  intention  to 
open  a  r^ahir  controversy  with  yon  upon  the  subject. 
1  cannot  tbink^  that  you  hare  read  my  pnblication  with 
80  little  discernment,  as  not  to  perceive  in  it,  a  design 
of  <{nite  another  kind ;  which  yet,  1  fear,  I  shall  find 
it  diflBctttt  to  avow  in  explicit  terms,  without  giving  an 
offence,  which,  were  it  possible,  1  would  avoid.  But 
since  yon  challenge  me  to  a  contest,  in  which  it  is  my 
resolntion  never  te  engage ;  not  from  any  distrust  of  my 
own  cause,  nor  firom  any  dread  dT  the  abilities  by  whidi 
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I  shodld  be  opposed ;  bat  from  a  persaasion,  tbat  a  con- 
iroversy^  in  which  so  little  new  is  to  be  said  on  either 
fiide^  could  not  terminate  in  the  satisfaction  of  either 
party ;  it  is  necessafy^  tbat  both  yourself  and  the  pub- 
lick  should  be  made  to  understand^  upon  what  grounds 
I  conceive  myself  at  liberty  to  decline  a  discussicm,  to 
which  you  seem  to  think  me  pledged :  and  for  this  pur- 
pose^  I  must  declare  in  very  plain  language^  what  I 
would  rather  have  left  you  to  collect ;  that  my  origi- 
nal  attack  upon  your  history  was  such^  as  to  lay  me 
under  no  obligation  to  prosecute  the  argument  My 
attack  was  not  so  much  upon  the  opinions^  which  you 
maintain^  however  I  may  hold  them  in  abhorrence^  as 
upon  the  credit  of  your  narrative :  and  if  I  have  succeed- 
ed in  overthrowing  that^  which  the  judgment  of  the 
learned  must  decide^  I  am  not  at  all  obliged  to  go  into 
new  arguments  upon  the  main  question*  Theotigec- 
tioiisy  which  were  brought  against  you  in  my  Charge^ 
all  went  to  the  proof  of  this  single  proposition.— Thai, 
on  which  ever  side  the  truth  may  lie  in  the  Trinitarian 
controversy-^l  have  no  doubt  on  which  it  lies ;  but  the 
footing,  upon  which  I  put  the  dispute  with  you,  leaven 
me  at  liberty  to  suppose  the  matter  doubtful ;  with  what- 
ever  metaphysical  difficulties  the  Gatholick  doctrine  may 
be  encumbered — those  difficultiesi  when  the  doctrine  is 
rightly  apprehended,  are  in  my  judgment  not  great,  but 
I  will  allow  you  to  say  they  are  insuperable :  whatever 
ambiguity  may  be  pretended  in  the  expressions  of  holy 
writ,  in  which  the  Divinity  of  the  Bon  is  generally  sop- 
posed  to  be  asserted;  in  the  greater  part  of  the  texts,  I 
perceive  no  ambiguity,  but  you  may  assume,  if  yon 
please,  that  not  one  of  them  renders  a  certein  meaning  s 
whatever  variety  and  disagreement  is  to  be  found  in  tbe 
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oithockaty  of  difinreiit  ages-^^for  the  three  first  centuries 
the  opbion  (rf  the  chorcb  upon  this  point  was  uniforoiy 
bat  I  {^ve  you  leave  to  eappoee  it  as  unstable  as  the 
world  iff  Heraclitus :  whatever  may  be  the  intrinsicfc 
dilftcolty  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Trini^^  however  deft# 
cient  the  proof  of  it  from  holy  writ,  and  however  discor. 
dant  the  opinions  of  different  ages ;  still  I  attrm,  and 
the  prtiof  of  this  was  the  whole  object  of  my  Charge^  that 
Dr  Priestley^  great  as  his  attainments  are  confessed  to 
be  in  the  profane  sciences^  is  altogether  unqualified  to 
throw  any  light  upon  a  question  of  ecclesiastical  an* 
tiqnity. 

S.  If  the  instances^  which  I  have  alleged  of  misinfor* 
mation  and  inaccuracy,  are  only  secondary  oversights, 
such  as  affect  not  the  main  argument,  and  are  incident 
to  the  best  writers  in  undertakings  of  such  extent  as 
yours ;  the  attempt  to  depreciate  a  worli:  of  merit,  by 
nncandid  censure^  must  redound  to  my  own  disgrace. 
But  whoever  will  take  the  trouble  to  compare  your 
work  and  mine^  will  find^  that  with  all  the  illiberal  zeal 
which  you  ascribe  to  me^  I  was  not  disposed  to  cavil 
about  trifies-^l  fear  it  will  be  rather  founds  that  I  have 
erred  in  the  opposite  extreme ;  and,  lest  I  should  seem 
too  much  inclined  to  censure,  have  passed  over  many 
inaccuracies,  which  ought  to  have  been  pointed  out 

8.  Such,  for  instance,  is  your  inversion  of  the  order 
of  succession  of  the  Roman  pontiflb :  when  you  mention 
Victor  as  the  successor  of  the  bishop  who  came  after 
him.* 

4u  Such  is  your  assertion,!  that  in  the  age  of  Tertul* 


*  IJift.  of  Comip,  Tol*  i.  p.  19* 
t  IbUL  p*  (tl. 
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lian^  it  wa?  not  pretended  <^  that  the  subject  of  the  Tri- 
nity was  abo?e  hainan  comprehension  ;^'  when  hot  a  few 
pages  back*  you  had  produced  a  passage  from  Irennus^ 
in  which  the  generation  of  the  Son^  which  is  a  pari 
only  of  the  subject,  n  mentioned  as  so  wonderful  a 
thing,  as  to  be  understood  by  none  ^^  except  the  Father^ 
who  begat,  and  the  Bon,  who  is  begetten." 

0.  Such  is  your  misrepresentation  of  the  opnion  of 
Yalesius,  concerning  the  cause  of  the  loss  of  Hegesip* 
pus's  hi^mry^  Yalesiusy  you  say,  ^^  was  of  q[iinion,  that 
the  history  of  Hegisippus  was  neglected  and  lost  by  the 
ancients,  because  it  was  observed  to  favour  the  Uaitariw 
nan  doctrinc'^f  Yalesius  hath  indeed  expressed  an 
opinion,  that  the  work  of  Hegesippus  was  neglected  by 
the  ancients,  on  account  (tf  errors  which  it  contained  t 
but  what  the  errors  nught  be,  which  might  occasion  this 
neglect,  is  a  point  upon  which  Yalesius  is  silent — and 
what  right  have  you  to  suppose,  that  the  Unitarian  doc- 
trine was  the  error  which  Yalesius  ascribed  to  Hegesip. 
pus,  more  than  to  Clemens  Alexandrinu^  upon  whose 
lost  work  of  the  Hypo^fposes  he  passes  the  same  judg* 


*  Hitt  of  Corrap.  vol.  L  p.  ZT, 

t  IbM.  p.  9. 

%  Dr  Priettley,  in '.the  nineteeBth  of  fail  Seeood  Letternto  exirieate  hioiwlf 
from  thti  qaeation,  endeavoan  to  prore,  that  the  Unitarian  doetrinea  are  the 
only  erron  that  oan  with  probabilitj  be  aaeribed  to  H^eaippui,  in  Ma  loit  work ; 
and  that  Clemens  Aleundrinna,  though  he  waa  himaelf  no  Unitarian,  mighty 
for  ought  any  one  now  knows  to  the  eontrarjf  have  laid  things  in  ftfonr  of 
Unitarian^  in  his  lost  work  of  the  Hypotypoaes.  But  whatever  proof  Dr 
Priestley  may  be  able  to  make  oat»  that  Hegesippus  was  an  Unitarian*  and  that 
Clemens  Alexaadrinus  spoke  (avoarablj  of  Unitarians,  still  I  eomphiiny  that  he 
alleges  the  authority  of  Yalesius  for  more  than  Velesius  himself  affirms:  and 
I  maintaioj  that  tfab  fawoeuraoyj  (for  I  have  eaOcd  it  ia  this  loaiaBee  by  iw 
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8.  Bach  anoflier  inacDunu^^  to  use  no  harsher  word^ 
is  your  appeal  to  the  testimony  of  Epiphaaias^  in  favonr 
of  Noetns ;  to  prove  Uiat  he  was  wronged  by  his  adver* 
saries^  whoi  he  was  accnsed  of  the  Patripassian  heresy^, 
Noetns^s  confession^  according  to  Epiphanios^  was  this ; 
u  tiiat  he  acknowledged  one  God^  who  was  begotten^ 
who  aviSknA  and  4ied.'^  But  suppressing^  or  in  your 
rapid  ^mtce$  having  not  observed^  the  latter  part  of 
this  acknowledgementy  asserting  the  sufferings  and  death 
of  his  one  God ;  you  produce  Spiphanius  as  an  evi- 
deaoet  tha^—^^  Noetos  was  simply  an  Unitarian^  decla- 
ring upon  all  occasions  with  great  boldness,  that  ho 
neither  knew  nor  worshipped  any  God  but  one.''*  (-1-) 
Having  thus  vindicated  the  injured  character  of  Noetus, 
you  proceed  to  inform  your  readers,  how  it  came  to  pass, 
that  the  Unitarians  of  that  age  fell  under  the  imputation 
of  the  Patripassian  error. 

7«  Such  another  inaccuracy  we  have,  in  your  relation 
of  the  judgment,  which  the  Roman  Dionysius  passed 
upon  certain  injudicious  antagonisto  of  Sabellius :  who, 
to  avoid  his  error,  divided  the  Uoly  Trinity  into  three 
persons  nnrdat^  to  each  other,  and  distinct  in  all 

Ki^i^ftrfiUaf^  liOtfWfla^  nyr   ayiaf  rfttil^.     These  are  the 


MonO  ia  tKe  alkg»tioQ  of  mtlioritie^  b  H  eireamataiMe  that  oaght  to 
lc«en  hit  credit  m  sn  liiitoriiui. 
*  Ritt  ofCorrap.  lol.  S.  p.  7L 

(^)  in  die  luMteenili  of  Us  S«eoiid  Letlen»  Dr  Priestley  Mlmowledgei  tfiat 
W  ou|^t  not  to  have  eiempted  Epiphanku  from  the  impropriety  of  ehargiog 
Nuptat  vkli  the  Patripo«bm  herefy.  But  he«yi| "  ihb  like  the  former,"  the  mis- 
fBoC:Mkmflf  Valeiioa»  *<  It  a  cirMmitanee  of  little  eooseqaenee  to  the  main  argameoL" 
Dr  Meillej  forfStSy  that  the  main  argument  with  him  and  with  me  goes  to 
points.  His  point,  b  the  antiquity  and  the  troth  of  the  Unitarian  doe- 
b^  Dr  Prie<lcy*a  iaoompeteney  ia  the  subfeat  whish  he  pretends  to 
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mwdi9f  in  whidi  Athanasias  states  the  oplnioD,  \vhich 
Sionydas  censares ;  and  the  oeosure  of  Dionysiaa  npoa 
Ibis  opinion,  Athanasins  qnotes  with  approbatioB,  as  well 
indeed  he  might,  for  the  opinion  of  three  persons  in  the 
Godhead,  nnreUted  to  each  oOier^  and  iwHnci  in  M 
respects,  is  rank  Tritheism ;  becaase,  what  are  nnrela* 
ted  and  distinct  in  all  respects,  are  many  in  all  respects ; 
and  being  many  in  all  respects,  cannot  in  any  respect  be 
one.  Bnt  in  yoar  translation  of  the  passage,  by  omit, 
ting  the  very  significant  adjective  C»«c,  and  the  very 
emphatical  adverb  wa/learafn,  you  leave  hardly  any  dif- 
ference  between  the  opinion  which  Dionysius  censured, 
and  the  Catholick  faith,  which  Athanasius  maintained : 
and  thus  you  procure  yourself  a  fine  opportunity  of  in. 
troducing  an  oblique  sarcastick  stroke  at  Athanasius, 
for  concurring  in  a  censure  upon  his  own  opinions. 
^^Sorne  persons,  in  opposing  Babellius,  having  mado 
three  hypostases,  which  we  render  persons,  separate  from 
each  other ;  Dionysius,  bishop  of  Rome,  quoted  with  ap. 
probation  by  Athanasius  himself,  said,  tiiat  it  was  ma* 
king  three  Gods/^*  Surely,  truth,  candour,  and  consis. 
tency,  are  conspicuous  in  the  writings  of  our  modern 
Unitarians ;  and  the  Archdeacon  of  8t  Albania  Is  the 
only  writer  of  the  age,  who  deals  in  sarcasms ! 

8.  These,  and  other  inaccuracies,  which  might  have 
been  remarked  without  any  impeachment  of  my  can. 
dour,  and  with  advantage  to  my  argument,  I  sui^red  to 
pass  unnoticed.  I  chose  to  rest  the  strength  of  my  at* 
tack,  rather  on  the  importance,  than  the  variety,  of  the 
matter  of  complaint.    If  the  instances  of  mistake,  which 
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tbftt  I  bfoke  olT  ihe  conference — that  I  f^fnae  to  coik- 
template  anetfaer  scheibe^  w  to  examine  another  com- 
piifAtion  ? 

10.  Pardon  me^  Sir^  if  plaib  dealing  compels  me  to 
j^ofeis^  tliat  I  think  little  less  itaspeetfully  of  this  pbilo- 
liophier's  learning   in  tbd  contcks^  than  of  yam  attain- 
inents  ill  ecclesiastical  history.    I  make  tiiis  avowal 
with  the  less  h«sitati^n>  becanse  I  find  my  opinion  in  some 
fteasurfe  justified  by  yonr  own  confessions.    You  con- 
lbto>  thit  iby  kte  pnbliication  first  bronght  yoii  acquaint- 
%d  With  the  very  name  of  Daniel  Zuicker :  that  from  me 
ydn  hAtA  r(M»ived  ymif  first  information  of  the  conces- 
iriotts  of  Eplscopius )  Imd  the  first  notice  of  the  coinci. 
dence  of  yiMir  own  opinions,  concerning  the  Platonising 
fi&thers  of  tlie  second  century,  with  those  of  Petavkn 
iand  Huefiiis :  that  yon  h4d  never  in  your  life  looked 
ihf^ugh  the  writing  of  Bishop  Bull,  till  my  frequeiit 
MfiMMeA  to  them  e&cited  ^our  curiosity ;  as  they  jgavb 
yon  to  understand,  what  before  you  had  never  known, 
that  the  author  is  in  high  esteem  with  the  clergy  of  tlie 
%stablishmedt    What  is  this  but  to  confess,  that  yott  are 
indeed  Httle  rsad  ih  the  principal  writers,  either  on  your 
^wn  side  of  the  quesCiOA  or  the  opposite?  Botta  tio  man^ 
I  presume,  is  bom  with  an  intuitive  knowledge  of  the 
opinions  or  the  fkcts  of  past  ages,  the  historian  of  Beli- 
^ous  Corruptions,  confessing  himself  uUread  in   the 
polemical  divines,  confesses  Ignorance  of  his  subject. 
The  opinion  therefore  which  I  formed,  upon  a  diligent 
perusal  of  your  Work,  is  cotifihned  by  your  own  he- 
knowledgments ;  and  my  victory  is  already  so  complete^ 
that  I  might  well  decline  any  farther  contest. 
*  *11.  My  alarms  (tf  I  ever  felt  alarm)  for  the  Oatholick 
Ssdth,  or  for  the  national  establishment,  as  in  danger 
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froa  yoor  attack^y  mast  now  be  laid  2^)eep  ;  and  will 
be  iHi  ipcentire  to  any  very  Tigorous  exertioM  against 
a  prostiriit^  aseniy.^  Sat  tb^  truth  is^  t^at  I  never  w^8 
alarme49  iM)4  it  19  nece^airy  that  I  shonld  set  you  right 
in  th«it  pQtp^  Wbei)  I  spake  of  yonr  extraordiofry  at^ 
tempt,  to  unsettle  laitb,  a^id  to  bi^ak  up  estabUshmeutSit 
I  spake  of  the  end  to  wbiph  your  wishes  seem  to  be  car- 
ried^ not  of  an  event  whiPh  {  thought  likely  to  ensue. 
The  utmost  danger  that  I  feared^  was  of  an  inferior 
kind  :  a  present  danger,  not  to  the  church,  but  to  the 
more  unwary  of  her  nuequberSy  who  might  be  misled  by 
the  justly  celebrated  name  of  Dr  Priestley :  a  future 
danger  to  myself,  if  I  forbore  to  bear  my  witness  to  the 
truth.  For  although  we  have  a  promise,  that  the  gates 
of  hell  shall  not  prevail  against  the  church,  yet  the  vi- 
gilence  of  the  priesthood^  I  conceive  to  be  the  ordi- 
nary means,  which  God  hath  provided  for  its  seen* 
rity.  I  therefore  thought  it  my  duty,  to  prevent  the 
mischief  which  might  arise  to  the  unlearned  and  unsta- 
ble,  by  demolishing  the  credit  of  your  narrative^  and  in 
these  subjects,  the  authority  of  your  name. 

IS.  The  letters  which  you  have  lately  addressed  to 
me,  g^ve  me  no  reason  to  alter  my  opinion  or  retract  my 
accusation.  They  only  fix  me  in  the  persuasion,  that 
to  prosecute  the  dispute  with  you,  would  be  to  little  pur- 
pose. You  will  therefore  excuse  me,  if  I  decline  a 
controversy,  to  be  carried  on,  for  such  1  understand  to 
be  the  conditions  of  the  challenge^  '<  till  you  shall  have 


joQ  feem  to  ha?e  Ukf^n  a  partiealar  ftkutn— I  hope  you  will  exert 
yoonelf  with  propoctbiiablo  %igoQt— Co  nre  a  fiUUng  state."  Utten  to  Dr 
Honlej,  p.  8. 

I  Charge,  see.  3. 
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nothing  left,  ^hich  yoa  may  think  of  conseqaence  to 
altege.'^*  When  I  have  shown  the  insufficiency  of 
the  defence  which  yon  have  now  set  up^  and  have  coU 
lected  the  new  specimens  of  your  historical  abilities!, 
which  this  new  publication  supplies  in  great  abundance, 
whatever  more  you  may  find  to  say  upon  the  subject^  in 
me  you  will  have  no  antagonist. 

I  am  &c. 


*  TftUtt  to  Letter^  |b  iii.  and  xriiL 
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LETTER  SECOND. 

A  recapitulation  of  the  •irchdeacon^s  Charge, 

IF  I  coQld  adopt  your  heroick  plan^  of  writing  on 
till  I  should  have  nothing  left  to  say,  our  correspond* 
ence  would  run  to  an  enormous  size  :  for  I  should  have 
more  than  a  single  remark  to  make,  upon  almost  every 
sentence  of  every  one  of  your  Ten  Letters.    But  as  we 
both  write  for  the  edification  of  the  publick^  and  yet 
feW|  I  fear,  will  be  disposed  to  give  a  long  or  a  close 
attention  to  our  subject,  the  ease  of  our  readers,  if  we 
mean  to  be  read,  must  be  consulted.    Yon,  I  am  told, 
in  defiance  of  your  bookseller's  sage  counsels,  despise 
such  considerations ;  but  they  will  have  their  weight 
with  me :  I  shall  be  unwilling,  either  to  fatigue  by  the 
length,  or  to  perplex  by  the  intricacy  or  obscurity  of  my 
reasoning.    To  avoid  the  first  miscarriage,  I  shall  be 
content  to  give  you  a  sufficient,  rather  than  a  full  reply ; 
and  to  avoid  the  second,  I  shall  endeavour  so  to  frame 
my  argoment,  that  my  readers  may  perceive  the  force  df 
it,  without  the  trouble  and  interruption,  of  frequent  re- 
course to  our  former  publications.    For  this  purpose,  I 
shall  be^n  with  a  recapitulation  of  the  substance  of  my 
Chargo ;  that,  before  I  enter  upon  particular  discussions, 
the  points  to  be  disputed  may  be  brought  at  once  itt 
view; 

2.  The  general  argument  of  my  charge,  was  a  critical 
review  of  your  History,  in  that  part  of  it  which  relatea 
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to  ihe  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  in  the  three  first  ages. 
This  review  consisted  of  two  parts :  a  summary  of  the 
account,  which  you  pretend  to  give,  of  the  rise  and  pro- 
gress of  the  Trinitarian  doctrine ;  and  a  view  of  the  evi- 
dence, by  which  your  narrative  is  supported,  consisting 
of  nine  select  specimens,  of  the  particular  proofiai  of  which 
the  body  of  that  evidence  is  composed. 

3.  Of  your  account  of  the  rise  and  pmgrass  of  the 
Trinitarian  doctrine,  I  «ai4  io  general,  ttiat  it  is  nothing 
new ;  that  it  is  in  all  its  essential  part^,  the  same  whie^ 
was  propagated  by  the  Unitarian  writers  of  thf  last  jcea- 
tory,  and,  upon  it3  first  appearance,  refuted  by  4iFine9 
pf  the  church  of  Englaad.  Your  answer  to  this  part  of 
my  Charge,  is,  as  I  have  already  had  occ<Lsioa  to  ol>r 
wrv^,  complete.  Yw  lepc^l  the  imputation  of  plagj^ 
lisn^  by  the  moid  dl^raccsfol  oonSsssioii  of  igaoTMCf^f  tp 
vbicb  Med  pplemick  «v«r  wm  vedope^.  To  Utf9  pari 
Af  yipur  defence  jl  have  nothing  to  rifdy. 

du  Tp  yepr  evidence,  I  made  tibe  same  gDoera)  o^cuciir 
iion,  that  it  ia  4e6titote  of  owelty ;  oonsistiog  .of  pmoCi 
lo<ig  since  sat  up,  and  long  aiucp  confuted ;  that  if  yx»v 
Jbav0  attemptied  auy  tfaiiig  new^  it  is  pnly  to  cooftrnn  tha 
^atuitanp  aspumpUoos  of  formw  UoitpriaMy  hy  iww!U' 
ixlnsiFa  wguments,  and  false  quotatiqos.  Tkt  jplne  igper 
tpimana  of  y^ur  proofs,  by  which  this  beavy  aociuvtio^ 
was  aopportedf  were  nothiog  less,  than  yonr  priw^pa^ 
ftrpwient^,  in  support  of  yonr  threa  fundamental  Mwr- 
lipna ;  that  the  priaritive  dimdbi  wa«  pimply  Unitarian; 
that  om  Lord's  divinity  was  an  innovation  of  the  second 
fisntary;  and  tliat  the  innovation  was  poiade  by  tha 
Flatonizing  Fathers.  If  your  principal  arguments  i^^eiia 
lair^  Adduced,  as  instances  of  weak,  insuffi^tiaat  proofs 
your  whole  Jiotioia  of  ij|»e  fimdiual  prQi^esp  «if  qp|iUQiuv 


froDi  the  UnitaHaki  doctrki6  to  the  Arian,  and  from  the 
Ariao  to  the  Nkene  faith^  is  overthroWR.  Of  this  yott 
have  shown  yourself  not  insensible^  by  the  great  paint 
wMch  yon  have  taken,  to  what  purpose  will  soon  ap- 
peal*,  to  answer  aiy  objections. 

9.  The  nkie  specimetts  of  insofticient  proof  wet* 
tteie« 

6.  Two  instanMi  of  the  eiitnlating  syllogism.  The 
first,  when  yon  alleg6  your  own  sense  of  Scripture  as 
the  clear  sense,  in  proof  of  your  pretended  fact,  that  the 
primitive  faith  was  Unitarian ;  whereas  the  fact  must 
be  first  proved,  befoi^  yontr  particular  interpretation 
ean  be  adnutted.  The  geeond  when,  in  Uke  miOineiv 
yen  allege  the  pt^tended  silence  of  Bt  John  about  the 
erroir  of  the  Unitarians ;  in  proof,  that  the  UnitarisA 
doctrine  is  no  ermr,  bnt  the  tiety  truth  ef  the  gMpeL 
The  HsBoMpitien,  that  St.  John  is  talent  upon  this  sub- 
ject in  hts  flnt  epidtle,  iii  gratuitcMs  and  disputable.  It 
tests  upon  a  parttcnlar  interprettition  of  8t  John's  ex** 
pKttsimi,  thtt  <<  Ghrkt  id  come  in  the  fiesh,''  which  will 
be  admitted  by  nene,  who  are  not  previooily  convinced 
that  St  John'ft  ol¥n  lUth  Was  Unitarian.  If  Bt  John^s 
lUth  was  Unitarian,  the  phmse  thai  <<  Christ  is  come 

hi  the  fiesfa,''  rignifles  only,  Chat  Christ  was  a  man ; 
and  thus,  we  shall  find  no  censure  Of  the  Unitarian 

doctrine  in  Bt  John's  fiHit  epistle.  But  if  St  John 
was  no  Unitarian,  but  a  believer  in  the  incarnation 
and  divinity  of  our  Lord  ;  then,  the  phrase  of  Christ's 
coming  in  the  flesh,  cannot  but  be  understood  to  allude 
to  both  these  arijcles,  as  parts  of  the  true  faith ;  and,  al- 
luding to  both  these  articles  as  parts  of  the  true  faith.  It 
conveys  a  censure  upon  the  Unitarian  doctrine  in  every 
fdrou    The  assumption  therefore^  of  BtJdin's  silence 
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concerniog  tbe  Unitarian  doctrine,  presumes  another 
fact,  that  St  John  was  himself  an  Unitarian.  This  is  the 
primary,  though  tacit  assumption,  on  which  this  argu* 
ment  is  built  This  argument  therefore,  fairly  analyzed^ 
is  found  to  circulate  like  the  former :  for  the  conclu* 
aion  to  be  established,  is  the  pretended  fact^  that  the 
faith  of  the  primitive  church  was  Unitarian — the  mean 
of  proof  is  the  gratuitous  assumption,  that  the  faith  of 
St  John  was  Unitarian.  But  to  assume  the  faith  of  an 
inspired  apostle,  is  the  same  thing  as  to  assume  the  faith 
of  the  primitive  church. 

7*  My  third  specimen,  was  an  instance,  in  which  yoa 
cite  a  testimony  which  no  where  exists.  The  pretended 
testimony  is  of  no  less  a  person  than  Athanasius.  The 
fact,  to  which  Athanasius  is  made  to  depose,  is  the  high 
antiquity  of  the  Unitarian  faith*  His  testimony  to  this 
fact,  you  find  in  his  piece  upon  the  orthodoxy  of  the 
Alexandrine  Dionysius  ;  in  a  certain  passage  in  which 
be. affirms,  that  the  Jews  were  firmly  persuaded  that  the 
Messiah  was  to  be  a  mere  man ;  and  alleges,  as  yoa 
understand  him,  this  persuasion  of  the  Jews,  as  an 
apology  for  a  caution  used  by  the  apostles,  in  divulging 
the  doctrine  of  our  Lord's  divinity.  The  Jews  of  whom 
Athanasius  speaks,  you  preposterously  imagine  were 
Christians,  the  first  converts  from  Judaism.  Whereas, 
he  speaks  of  plain  downright  Jews ;  and  what  you  take 
for  his  apology  for  caution  in  the  apostles,  is  in  troth  a 
commendation  of  the  sagacity  which  they  displayed,  in 
a  judicious  arrangement  of  the  matter  of  their  doctriue. 

8.  My  fourth  specimen,  was  your  capital  argument 
for  the  antiquity  of  the  Unitarian  faith,  founded  on  the 
opinions  of  the  Nazarenes :  this  argument,  I  maintain 
to  be  Ume  and  impotent  in  every  part.    It  is  built  upon 
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two  asBumptkins^  of  which  the  oiie  is  a  mere  grataitout 
tssertioD,  of  which  no  proof  is  attempted ;  the  other  is 
accompanied  with  a  pretended  proof,  which  arises  how« 
ever,  from  a  forged  testimony,  and  an  ill-founded  asser* 
tion.  The  gratuitous  assumption  is,  that  the  Nazarenes 
and  the  Hebrew  Christians,  were  the  same  people; 
whereas  the  fact  is,  that  the  sect  of  the  Nazarenes,  arose 
after  the  extinction  of  the  proper  church  of  Jerusalem. 
The  othw  assumption  is,  that  the  faith  of  these  Naza* 
renes  was  Unitarian.  This  is  {woved  by  the  testimony 
of  Epiphaoius,  and  by  an  assumption,  that  the  Naza- 
renes and  the  Bbionites  were  the  same.  This  assertioa 
is  onfounded,  and  the  testimony  of  Epiphanius  is  in  fact 
forged ;  since  it  is  drawn  by  torture  from  \Aa  words.  In« 
&ed,  it  is  not  pretended  to  be  more  than  this ;  that 
Epiphanius  makes  no  mention  '^  that  the  Nazarenes  be* 
U^ed  in  the  diyiaity  of  Christ ;''  and  this  no*men^on  is 
only  his  confession,  that  he  was  totally  nninformed| 
whether  they  believed  the  divinity  of  Christ,  or  not 
Were  both  these  assumptions  troe,  the  argument  would 
be  complete.  Both  are  false :  and  were  either  singly 
true,  yet  the  other  b^g  false,  the  conclusion  would  be 
eith^  the  reverse  of  yoor's,  or  altogether  precarious. 

9.  My  fifth  specimen,  was  your  misrepresentation  of 
Eosebius,  whom  you  chaise  with  inconsistency,  because 
another  writer  who  is  quoted  by  him,  speaks  of  Theodo- 
tas«  who  appeared  about  the  year  100,  as  the  first  who 
held  that  our  Saviour  was  a  mere  man ;  when,  in  refu* 
tiDg  the  pretentions  of  the  Unitarians  to  antiquity,  he 
gfies  no  further  back  than  to  Irenssus  and  Justin  Mar* 
\jr ;  although  the  writings  of  Eusebius  himself  afford  a 
nrutatioa  of  die  assertion.  But  although  the  assertion, 
as  yoa  choose  to  understand  it|  would  be  liable  to  refa- 

14 
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tatioQ  from  thd  writiags  of  fiasebias ;  it  iLdmits  an  inter, 
pretation^  by  whidi  the  seeming  inconsistency  is  entirety 
removed.  The  pretentions  to  antiqaity/which  it  was  in* 
^nmbeot  upon  Eusebins,  or  the  author  quoted  by  him^  to 
refute,  were  not  simply  pretensions  to  antiquity,  but  to 
a  prior  antiquity:  and  in  refuting  these,  the  auUior 
quoted  by  Eusebius,  goes  back  to  the  apostolkk  age. 

10.  Tour  objection  to  the  doctrine  of  the  church, 
drawn  from  the  resemblance  which  you  find  between 
the  Christian  and  the  Platonick  doctrine,  furnished  my 
sixth  specimen  of  insufficient  proof.  I  acknowledge  the 
resemblance;  but  I  insist,  that  it  leads  to  an  inqoi* 
ry  into  the  sentiments  of  heathen  antiquity,  which, 
pursued  to  its  just  consequences,  rather  corroborates 
than  invalidates,  the  traditionlil  evidence  of  the  Catho* 
lick  taitlk 

1 1 .  Your  proofs  of  your  second  assertion,  (hat  the 
doctrine  of  Dur  Lord's  divinity  was  an  innovation  of  the 
second  age,  Are  all  of  au  oblique  and  secondaiy  kind  : 
such  as,  ^^et^  they  liable  to  no  other  olgection,  would 
lead  to  no  conclusion,  without  a  distinct  previous  proof, 
that  the  faith  of  the  first  age  was  Unitarian.  One  of 
these  arguments  furnished  my  seventh  specimen  of  in* 
sufficient  proof:  it  is  an  instance,  in  which  yon  cite  the 
testimony  of  a  Greek  writer,  to  prove  the  very  reverse 
of  what  he  says — ^it  is  alleged  by  me  as  an  instance  of 
your  competency  in  the  Greek  language  in  general,  and 
of  your  particular  acquaintance  with  the  phraseology  of 
the  early  fathers. 

IS.  My  eighth  specimen,  was  taken  from  your  at- 
tempt to  translate  a  passage  of  Athenagoras,  at  which 
an  abler  philologer  than  you  have  shown  yourself  to  be, 
unread  in  the  Platonists,  might  be  allowed  to  stumble. 
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I  prodaced  it,  to  convict  yoa  of  incompetency  in  the 
languftge  of  the  Platouists ;  and  to  con£rm  a  suspicion^ 
which  the  very  tenor  of  your  third  a8§ertion  might  ere* 
ate,  that  yoa  are  i^oraut  of  the  genuine  doctrines  of 
the  Platonick  schooL  Whence  it  is  to  be  inferred,  that 
yoa  aie  little  to  be  trasted^  when  you  take  apon  yoa  to 
compare  the  opinions  of  the  first  Oliristians,  in  which 
yoo  are  not  learned^  with  Flatenism^  in  whkh  yoa  are 
ichfld. 

13.  My  nbih  spedmen  was  another  instance  of  your 
skill  in  the  Greek  langoagew  A  passage  of  Theophilus^ 
ia  which  he  expoands  the  word  Trinity,  by  FaUier, 
Bon,  and  Holy  Ghost,  is  prodaced  by  yoa  to  prove, 
that  the  ase  of  the  word  Trinity,  to  denote  Father,  Son, 
and  Ucdy  Ghost,  was  nnknown  to  Theophilns.  Theo- 
philos's  words  are  so  very  clear,  that  the  sense  was 
hsrdlj  to  be  missed,  at  first  sight,  by  a  school  boy  in  his 
second  year  of  Greek, 

1^  These  are  the  nine  specimens,  by  which  I  sap. 
port  my  general  Charge  of  the  inaccaracy  of  year  nar« 
ntfve ;  and  in  these  sabjects,  the  insafflciency  of  its 
author.  To  all  of  them,  except  the  seventh  and  ninth, 
you  have  attempted  to  reply.  With  wliat  sacces9  is  tg^ 
be  considered.  • 

1  am,  &c. 


f  OS  UTTABd  IK  REPJUY  LBT.  Ut 


LETTER  THIBD. 

In  Reply  to  Vr  PriMUefa  HtroiueUmi^  and  to  fart  ^ 
hi$  first  Letter. '^His  iefence  of  hie  argument  from 
the  dear  eense  of  Scripture^  confuted. — Of  ike  argu* 
ment  againat  our  Lord^a  freemeUnee^  to  be  drawn 
from  the  materialUy  (^  man. — (Jfthe  Greek  pronoun 

fiZAM  sua, 

TO  remove  the  impatatioD  of  having  argaed  m  a 
circle,  when  alleging  yonr  own  sense  of  Scripture  as  iba 
clear  sense,  yon  infer,  that  the  &ith  of  the  first  ages  was 
exactly  conformable  to  yonr  own  opinions ;  yon  tell  me, 
that  tlie  clear  sense  of  Scriptore,  and  the  historical  evi- 
dence, are  collateral  proofs*  of  the  early  prevalence  of 
the  Unitarian  faith— 1  shall  admit  this,  and  shall  retract 
all  that  1  have  written,  when  once  yon  shall  have  proved 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Christian  world,  that  the  Uni- 
tarian doctrine  is  delivered  in  Ihe  holy  Scriptures,  taken 
in  their  plain  and  obvious  meaning.  But  while  your 
sense  of  Scripture  is  disallowed  by  the  majority  of 
Christians,  1  must  still  contend,  that  you  have  no  right 
to  call  it  the  clear  sense ;  and  that  any  argument  built 
on  a  supposition,  that  the  Scriptures  speak  a  sense  not 
generally  perceived  in  them,  rests  at  best  upon  a  gratui- 
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tons  agmnption.    1  confess^  that  an  argument  drawn 

from  a  gratuitous  assumption^  is  not  necessarily  an  ar< 

gument  running  in  a  circle,  unless  the  only  means  of 

reducing  the  assumption  to  a  certainty,  be  a  previous 

proof  of  the  conclusion  to  he  drawn :  but  this,  I  affirm 

to  be  the  case  in  the  instance  under  consideration.  When 

we  speak  of  the  clear  sense  of  any  piece  of  writing,  this 

tery  expression  admits  a  twofold  interpretation.    The 

clear  sense,  may  be  either  that  which  is  clearly  conveyed 

In  the  words ;  or  a  sense,  which  though  it  be  not  clearly 

conveyed  in  the  words,  may  be  clearly  proved,  from  the 

context,  or  from  other  considerations,  to  be  the  sense 

which  was  really  present  to  the  mind  of  the  writer.    If 

you  allege  the  clear  sense  of  the  Scriptures,  in  the  first 

sense  of  the  expression,  in  proof  that  the  primitive  faith 

was  Unitarian ;  1  ask,  whether  it  be  not  the  sole  end 

and  purpose  of  the  inqoby  into  the  primitive  faith,  to 

tetUe  the  differences  of  Christians  upon  points,  in  which 

flie  Scriptures,  if  there  be  any  ground  in  them  for  the 

disputes  which  have  arisen,  are  not  clear  ?  Ton  now  as« 

wmo  a  sense,  which  you  call  their  clear  sense,  upon 

fliose  very  points,  in  order  to  ascertain  the  primitive 

fidth.    This  is  to  reason  in  a  circle. 

2.  But  in  truth,  the  Unitarian  doctrine  will  never  be 
proved  to  be  the  clear  sense  of  Scripture,  in  the  first 
sense  of  clearness.  On  the  contrary,  if  ever  it  should 
be  clearly  proved  to  have  been  the  sense  of  the  sacred 
writers;  the  just  conclusion  will  be,  that  of  all  writers^ 
these  have  been  the  most  unnecessarily,  and  the  most 
wUfolly  obscure.  The  Unitarians  themselves,  pretend 
not  that  their  doctrine  is  to  be  found  in  the  plain  literal 
sense  of  holy  writ ;  on  the  contrary,  they  take  the  great- 
est  pains  to  explain  away  the  literal  meaning.    They 
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pretend^  that  the  aacred  writers  delight  in  certain  me- 
taphora  and  images^  which^  however  unnataral  and  ob- 
scure they  may  seem  at  this  day,  are  supposed  to  have 
been  of  the  genius  of  the  eastern  languag^^  and  of  con<^ 
sequence,  familiar  to  the  first  Christians  $  who,  in  thet 
greater  part,  were  of  Jewish  extraction.  By  the  help  oC 
these  supposed  metaphors,  the  Unitarian  expositors  con^ 
trive,  to  purge  the  Scriptare  of  every  thing  which  they 
disapprove,  and  make  it  the  oracle,  not  of  Gtod's  wisdom^ 
but  of  their  own  fancies^  When  you  therefore^  as  a 
Unitarian,  say,  that  your  doctrine  is  the  clear  sense  of 
Scripture ;  which^  according  to  the  scheme  of  iuterpreta* 
tion  which  you  follow,  hath  no  clear  sense  at  all ;  yoa 
can  only  mean,  that  this  doctrine  may  be  clearly  proved 
to  be  the  sense  intended  by  the  inspired  writers.  Per« 
haps,  in  my  Charge,  I  was  too  negligent  in  the  interpret 
tation  of  your  expressions,  when.  I  pretended  to  expose 
the  infirmity  of  your  argument  Be  it  so.  This  then  ift 
your  assertion.  The  Unitarian  doctrine  ia  clearly  tho 
true  sense  of  Scripture.  But  where  is  the  proof?  Toil 
can  bring  no  proof  that  will  be  generally  convincing^ 
unless  yon  can  find  it  in  the  faith  of  the  apostolick  ages. 
The  faith  of  the  first  Christians,  once  clearly  ascertain- 
ed, must  be  allowed  indeed  to  be  an  unerring  exposition 
of  the  written  word.  To  prove  therefore,  that  the  Uni* 
tarian  doctrine  is  clearly  the  true  sense  of  Scripture^ 
which  is  your  assumption,  you  must  first  prove  that  the 
primitive  faith  was  Unitarian,  which  should  be  your 
conclusion.  Still  this  argument  circulates,  and  ^as 
not  improperly  alleged  by  me^  as  my  first  specimen  of 
insulBcient  proof. 

8.  But  it  is  of  no  great  importance  to  dispute,  where 
the  particular  infirmly  of  this  argument  may  lie ;  when 


\  m  Lfimns  m  reply  fn 

yon  confess^  (hat  it  is  of  sncb  a  scfrt^  ^^  that  yoa  could  not 
tappose  it  would  have  any  weight  with  Trinitarians."* 
While  you  condescend  to  employ  your  rare  abilities^  in 
framing  arguments^  which  will  persuade  those  only 
who  are  previously  persuaded^  you  will  do  little  harm. 
Why  should  I  disturb  you  in  this  innocent  amuse* 
ment? 

4w  To  compensate  for  the  confessed  inefficacy  of  this 
a^nent,  you  tell  me  of  another^  which  you  might  have 
urged^  to  disprove  not  only  the  divinity^  but  the  preex- 
istence  of  our  Lord ;  such  an  argument^  it  seems^  might 
have  been  drawn  '^  from  the  doctrine  of  the  materiality 
of  many  which  has  been  sufficiently  proved  in  your  dis- 
qaisitiotts  on  matter  and  spirit;"!  in  which^  by  an  ana- 
lineal  proofs  you  have  refuted  the  vulgar  error  of  the 
immateriality  of  the  human  soul^  and  have  in  conse- 
qoence^  overthrown  the  whole  system  of  preexistence. 
I  believe^  Sir,  the  opponents  of  the  Unitarian  scheme, 
win  not  be  displeased  to  understand,  that  it  is  at  last, 
to  stand  or  fall  with  Dr  Priestley's  System  of  Materi- 
alism, and  Dr  Hartley's  Theory  of  the  Mind. 

5.  As  a  striking  instance  of  the  conformity,  between 
(he  Unitarian  doctrine  and  the  clear  sense  of  Scripture, 
I  produced  the  initial  sentences  of  St  John's  gospel ; 
in  which,  you  know,  you  find  a  clear  refutation  of  the 
personality  of  the  Logos  :  in  rendering  these  sentences 
in  English,  I  took  occasion  to  remark,  that  the  Greek 
pronoun  Jrvc  naturally  renders  a  person.  Tou  tell  me, 
*^  it  may  refer  to  any  thing  that  is  of  the  same  gender,  in 
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the  Gh«ek  langaage,  whether  it  be  a  person  or  iiot"4i 
I  never  meant  to  insinuate  the  contrary.  Give  me  leave 
to  rrfer  you  to  a  letter  which  was  published  in  the  Geau 
tleman's  Magazine^  for  November  last,  under  the  signa- 
tare  of  PERHAPS :  you  will  find  it  hi  my  Appendix^f 
and  I  now  declare  myself  the  writer  of  it. 

I  am^  &c. 


•  Letters  to  Dr  Horriey,  p.  7. 
f  Appendix*  N<k  l*  and  & 
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lETTEB  FOURTH, 

In  f»p^  to  Br  Pneadefa  fint  Letter.-^EiB  defence 
of  tuB  argument ffroa^  St  Johnh  first  episUej  confti* 
ted. — Tfte  phrase  •*  come  in  the  fieeh/'  more  than 
equivalent  to  ihe  word  <^  to  eome.^^ — 8t  John^a  asaer* 
tion,  ihat  *^  Christ  came  in  the  fieeh^^  not  paraUeS 
Hth  St  PauPe,  ihat  *^  he  partook  of  fleeh  and  bloodJ^ 

JiJSMt  SIR, 

YOUR  argnment  for  the  antiquity  of  the  Unitarian 
doctrine,  from  St  John^s  first  epistle,  the  second  among 
my  specimens  of  insufficient  proofs,  rests  on  a  supposi- 
tion, that  in  that  epistle,  the  Unitarian  doctrine  is  not 
censured.  I  have  shown,^  that  this  supposition  will 
stand  or  fall,  according  as  one  or  another  interpretation 
of  the  phrase  of  ^^  coming  in  the  flesh/^  shall  be  admit- 
ted. That  single  expression,  as  it  is  generally  under* 
itood,  reprobates  the  Unitarian  doctrine,  and  overthrowe 
your  supposition.  Tou  must  therefore  establish  your 
own  sense  of  the  phrase,  before  you  can  be  permitted 
to  assume,  that  St  John  is  silent  about  the  Unitarian 
doctrine.  Now  to  make  good  this  argument,  you  tell 
ne,  that  ^  you  thin  V  and  that  ^*  it  is  your  opinion," 
that  the  phrase  of  '^  coming  in  the  flesh,''  is  merely  an 


*  Chftrfe,  and  Ltttor  S( 
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asserticm  of  oar  Lord^s  humanity.*  Shr^  I  ttoderstood 
from  the  first,  that  this  is  your  opinion^  and  I  doubt  not 
in  the  least  your  firmness  in  it :  but  I  contend^  that  no 
such  authority  belongs  to  your  opinion^  that  the  bare 
notification  of  it,  should  command  the  assent  of  the 
whole  Christian  world,  in  preference  to  other  opinionS| 
which  have  more  generally  prevailed.  Tou  must  jus- 
tify that  opinion,  if  you  would  give  any  colour  of  plau- 
sibility to  your  argument ;  but  the  opinion  cannot  be 
justified,  unless  it  might  be  previously  assumed,  that  St 
John  himself  was  an  Unitarian.  You  will  hardly  say, 
that  any  believer  in  our  Lord's  divinity  and  incarna- 
tion, could  employ  the  phrase  of  Christ's  ^^  coming  in 
the  flesh,''  without  an  allusion,  in  his  own  mind,  to  both 
those  articles,  as  branches  of  the  (rue  faith.  But  such 
an  allusion,  implies  a  censure  of  the  Unitarians.  Till 
you  shall  have  proved,  therefore,  that  St  John  was  an 
Unitarian,  the  phrase  of  <^  Christ's  coming  in  the  fiesh** 
may  be  thought  to  contain  a  censure  of  the  Unitarian 
tenets ;  and  your  opinion,  that  no  censure  of  them  is 
contained  in  St  John's  first  epistle,  will  be  disputable. 

S.  You  say,  that  this  phrase  of  coming  in  the  fiesh, 
'^  refers  naturally  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Gnosticks.'^* 
I  say  the  very  same  thing.  But  I  say,  that  in  the 
sense  in  which  the  church  hath  ever  understood  it,  this 
phrase  refers  to  two  divisions  of  the  Gnosticks :  the 
Docets,  and  the  Cerinthians ;  affirming  a  doctrine,  which 
is  the  mean  between  their  opposite  errors.  The  Do* 
cetsB  affirmed,  that  Jesus  was  not  a  man  in  reality,  but 
in  appearance  only;   the  Cerinthians^  that  he  was  a 


•  Letten  to  Dr  Honlcj,  p.  %,  la 
t  lUd,  p.  9. 
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nere  man,  under  the  tutelage  of  the  Ohrist^  a  superan- 
geiick  beiog,  which  was  not  so  united  to  the  man  as  to 
make  one  person*  St  John  says^  ^^  Jesus  Christ  is 
come  in  the  flesh ;''  that  is^  as  the  words  have  been 
geoerally  understood^  Jesus  was  a  man^  not  in  appear- 
ance  only^  as  the  Docet»  taught^  but  in  reality ;  not  a 
ma«  man^  as  the  Cerinthians  taught,  under  the  care 
of  a  superangelick  guardian,  but  Christ  himself  come 
in  the  flesh ;  the  word  of  God  incarnate.  St  John  says, 
that  whoever  denies  this  complex  proposition,  is  of  anti- 
christ. It  surprises  me,  that  you  should  And  an  impro- 
bability, upon  the  first  face  of  the  thing,  in  supposing, 
that  the  same  expression  should  be  equally  levelled* 
at  two  heresies,  which  you  confess  to  be  opposite.  For 
is  it  not  always  the  case,  that  expressions  which  predi- 
cate a  truth,  lying  in  the  middle  between  two  opposite 
falsehoods,  equally  impugn  both  the  false  extremes? 
If  I  say,  that  when  Fahrenheit's  thermometer,  in  the 
open  BATf  stands  at  60^  in  the  shade,  the  weather  is 
mild ;  do  I  not  equally  deny  that  it  is  insufferably  hot, 
w  insufferably  cold  ?  '^  Gnosticism,  you  say,  is  certain- 
ly condemned  by  the  apostle,  but  not  the  doctrine  of  the 
Ebionites,  though  it  is  allowed  to  have  existed  in  his 
time."t  ^h^  doctrine  of  the  original  Ebionites,  and 
that  of  the  Cerinthian  Gnosticks,  upon  the  point  of 
Christ's  divinity,  was  the  same.  If  the  apostle  con« 
demns  the  oue,  he  condemns  the  other,  whether  he 
lived  or  lived  not  to  see  the  rise  of  the  Ebionsan  sect  j: 


*  Lettcn  ID  Dr  Horrfe^,  p.  10. 
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X  **  Yoa  indht  upon  it,**  wkj%  Dr  PrietUey,  In  the  fifUi  oThis  SMOod  LeCtert^ 
'  Ikift  Jthadoei  teiiittrt  tke  Uiittariaii  dootrine :  whioh  0  ourkMi  eooughi  wben» 
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I  shall  hereafter  have  occasion  to  show^  ihat  the  Bbio- 
njBan  sect  was  of  a  later  date  than  you  imagine* 

8.  It  is  perhaps,  from  something  of  a  secret  misgin 
ing,  that  yoor  interpretation  of  the  phrase  of  ^  coming 
in  the  flesh/'  will  not  be  allowed  to  he  its  nataral  and 
obvions  meaning ;  that  yon  are  so  desirons  to  retreat^ 
into  the  strong-hold  of  Jewish  idioms.  Ton  think,  the 
phrase  in  question  ^^  is  similar  to  other  Jewish  phrases/'* 
which,  you  think^  will  be  allowed  to  be  merely  expres* 
sive  of  humanity.  I  fear,  Hir,  it  hath  been  the  custom 
0f  late,  to  lay  too  much  stress  upon  Jewish  idioms^ 
in  the  exposition  of  the  didactick  parts  of  the  New 
Testament.  The  gospel  is  a  general  revelation.!  If 
it  is  delivered  in  a  style,  which  is  not  perspicuous  to 
the  illiterate  of  any  nation  except  the  Jewbh ;  it  is  as 
much  locked  up  from  general  apprehension,  as  if  the 
sacred  books  had  been  written  in  the  vernacular  gibber- 
ish of  the  Jews  of  that  age.  The  Holy  Spirit,  wluch 
directed  the  apostles  and  the  evangelbte  to  the  use  of 
the  tongue,  wliich  in  their  day  was  the  most  generally 
imder8tood*--4he  Greek— would  for  the  same  reason,  it 


Mcvrdl^f  t9  ifnlr  aee$map  there  wtn  no  EUonitee  or  Kenreneet  tliet  1%  noM 
vho  denied  the  preexUtenee  of  Chrnt,  till  looK  after  the  time  of  John/*  Bat 
tiiit  b  not  occerdSf&f  le  wg  dceoUni.  My  aeeouot  »,  that  Cerinthui^  who  wM 
wiqaeitkmtbly  eontenporary  vith  St  Johoi  denied  our  Lord**  preeziilieneey  oaA 
was  in  this  point  the  pwoorwr  of  the  Ebionitea.  And  what  if  I  hnd  Mid,  that 
St  John  had  eenwred  a  doolrfne  not  taught  till  after  hii  death  ?  Do  not  tho 
fathen  perpetaaliy  refer  to  proleptieh  oemorea  of  bte  tiereaea  in  the  Mared 
vritingi  f  b  no  proleptiek  reprobatioi^  of  the  tale  orron  of  the  Boman  ehneal^ 
to  he  foond  in  St  PanPs  epiitlea! 

*  Letterf  to  Dr  Hortley»-p.  a 

t  •*  The  religion  of  Chriit  wai  m  mitfeml  religion,  and  the  doettinetof  Ae 
foapel,  were  ealeohled  for  the  weatem  aa  well  as  the  eaalem  hemiipbere.** 
See  Mr  Shephenfa  IVefiMe,  to  hit  Fr$6  ExatnimaiM  nftke  gaonimi  0gp9Mmp 
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may  be  preramed,  saggest  to  then  a  dtyle  which  might 
be  generally  perepicuoas.  It  is  therefore  a  priaciple 
with  me,  that  the  true  sense  of  any  plirase  in  the  New 
Testament  is,  for  the  most  paft«  what  may  be  called  its 
standing  sense  :  that  which  will  be  the  first  to  occnr  to 
coaunon  people  of  every  coontry,  and  in  every  age :  and 
I  am  apt  to  think,  that  the  difference  between  this  stan* 
ding  sense,  and  the  Jewish  sense  will,  in  all  casetf,  be 
fkr  less  tlutn  is  imagined,  or  none  at  all ;  because^ 
thongh  different  languages  differ  widely,  in  their  refined 
and  elevated  idioms,  common  speech  is,  in  all  langoa*- 
ges,  pretty  much  the  same. 

4.  Bat  what  are  those  Jewish  phrases,  with  which 
yon  woold  compare  the  Jewish  phrase  of  <^  coming  in 
(be  flesh  ?"  They  are  the  word  ^<  to  come,**  and  the 
phrase  ^<  partaker  of  flesh  and  blood/' 

ff«  The  word  <<  to  come,"  is  used  by  metaphor,  I  be- 
Ijeve^  in  all  languages,  to  signify,  either  a  man's  birth^ 
or  first  entrance  into  publick  life.  M$  cam^  into  the 
world  ;  he  came  into  life  $  he  came  into  bueineae.  I  have 
no  where  affirmed,  that  such  phrases  denote  any  thing 
more  than  human,  in  any  person  to  whom  they  may  be 
applied.  But  is  the  phrase  <<  to  come  in  the  flesh,"  no 
niore  than  equivalent  to  the  word  ^<  to  come  ?"  Are  the 
words  in  the  flesh,"  mere  expletives  ? — If  they  are  not 
expletives,  what  is  their  import,  but  to  limit  the  sense 
of  the  wordy  to  eomoy  to  some  particular  manner  of 
coming  ? — ^This  limitation,  either  presumes  a  possibility 
of  other  ways  of  coming ;  or  it  is  nugatory.  But  was  it 
poseible  for  a  mere  man  to  come  otherwise  than  in  the 
flesh  ?— Nothing  can  be  more  decisive  for  my  purpose^ 
liiaQ  this  comparison  which  you  have  su^ested,  between 
the  word  ^<  to  come,"  which  is  general,  and  the  phrase 
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^^  to  come  in  the  flesh/'  which  is  specifick.—- My  thanks 
are  due  to  you^  for  this  illustration  of  my  argument ; 
which  may  be  rendered  still  more  evident,  by  applying 
the  two  phrases  successively,  to  a  familar  instance.  If 
some  future  historian  of  these  planet-stricken  times, 
should  say,  ^^  In  the  latter  end  of  the  eighteenth  centniy, 
came  Dr  Priestley,  preaching  the  Unitarian  doctrine,'' 
no  one  will  suspect  any  thing  more,  than  that  a  man  of 
this  name,  preached  tUs  doctrine. — But  if  the  historian 
should  say,  ^<  Or  Priestley  came  m  ihe  fleshy  preaching 
this  doctrine ;"  if  the  writer,  who  may  use  this  expres- 
sion,  shall  have  any  credit  in  his  day,  a  general  coriosi^ 
will  be  excited  to  know,  whether  Dr  Priestley  had  it 
in  his  power,  to  come  in  any  way  without  his  flesh, 
^^unmanacled  with  membrane,  joint,  or  limb :"  and  when 
once  it  shall  be  found,  that  he  had  not ;  the  style  of  tho 
writer  will  be  condemned,  and  his  credit  perhaps  lessen* 
ed« — ^I  leave  you  to  make  the  application. 

6.  But  yon  think,  that  St  John's  phrase,  that  ^^  Ghriai 
came  in  the  flesh,"  may  be  expounded  by  St  Paul's 
phrase,  that  ^*  he  was  pwtaker  of  flesh  and  blood."  The 
passage  to  which  you  refer  is  this — ^^  Forasmuch  then 
as  the  children  are  partakers  of  flesh  and  blood,  he  also 
himself  likewise  took  part  of  the  same."*  As  yon  have 
only  hinted,  that  some  ai^ument  might  be  drawn  from 
this  text,  to  confirm  your  sense  of  St  John's  phrase ;  I  am 
left  to  divine  what  your  argument  might  be.  Perhaps 
yon  would  reason  thus. — ^In  this  passage,  it  is  said  of 
men,  that  they  are  partakers  of  flesh  and  blood ;  and  this 
expression  is  evidently  descriptive,  of  the  condition  of 
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Immaiiity.  It  appears  therefore^  that  to  be  *'  a  partaker 
of  flesh  and  blood/'  is  a  Jewish  phrase^  which  signifies 
^  to  be  a  man.''  But  in  this  same  passage^  it  is  said  of 
Christy  that  ^^  he  likewise  took  part  of  flesh  and  blood." 
It  ia  said  of  Christ  therefore^  that  he  was  a  man  like 
other  men :  consequently^  nothing  more  can  be  meant  by 
hb  ^  coming  in  the  flesh/' — If  tliis  be  your  intended 
argument,  I  reply — ^that  C'hrist  was,  indeed,  a  man  like 
other  men :  and  this  perhaps,  is  all  that  is  implied  in 
Bt  Paul's  assertion,  that  he  was  ^^  partaker  of  flesh  and 
blood."  But  it  follows  not,  that  this  is  all  which  is  fan- 
plied  in  St  John's  expression,  that  ^<  Jesus  Christ  came 
in  the  flesh ;"  which  asserts  indeed  his  humanity,  but 
with  an  evident  allusion  to  a  prior  condition :  and  the 
proper  conclusion,  from  the  comparison  of  St  John's 
expression  with  St  Paul's,  is  this :  that  the  two  are  no^ 
as  yoa  suppose,  equivalent. 

7-  But  I  suspect,  that  you  connect  St  Paul's  expres* 
sioa  with  your  own  doctrine  of  materialism ;  and  that 
yoa  would  argue  thus. — Since  it  is  said  of  men,  who 
are  flesh  and  blood,  and  nothing  else,  that  they  partake 
of  flesh  and  blood  $  therefore,  *^  to  fartake  of  flesh  and 
blood,"  in  the  Jewish  language,  and  ^^  to  he  flesh  and 
blood,"  in  other  languages,  are  equivalent  phrases. 
Therefore  Christ,  of  whom  it  is  also  said,  that  he  par- 
took  of  flesh  and  blood,  was  mere  flesh  and  blood ;  a 
man  like  other  men,  in  whom  the  mental  faculties  were 
the  result  of  organization.    Thus,  you  will  say,  the 
notion  of  Christ's  preexistence,  much  more  of  his  divini- 
ty, is  overturned  by  the  apostle's  assertion ;  aud,  what- 
ever may  have  been  imagined,  no  allusion  to  his  pre- 
existence  or  his  divinity,  was  intended  in  any  expres- 
sions of  the  sacred  writers.    The  assertion  therefore  of 


IHQ  LBTnSRS  IK  REPLY  ZBT.  IT. 

Christ's  real  manhood,  is  all  that  can  be  contained  in 
St  John's  expressions,  that  *^  Christ  is  come  in  tha 
flesh."  But  in  this  argument,  the  conclusion  results  not^ 
from  any  evident  parallelism,  of  the  different  phrases 
used  by  St  Paul  and  by  St  John  $  but  it  is  a  conse* 
quence,  from  a  particular  interpretation  of  St  Panl^ 
phrase ;  which  interpretation  of  St  Paul,  rests  not  upon 
any  thing  in  his  expressions,  but  upon  something  quite 
out  of  Scripture :  upon  your  notion  of  the  mere  materiaU 
ity  of  man.  To  have  shown  the  true  foundation  of  this 
argument,  is  to  have  confuted  it, 

8.  I  must  remark,  that  in  whatever  form  this  aiga» 
ment  may  be  drawn,  it  will  rest  solely  on  the  translation 
of  the  sacred  text.  For  in  the  original,  man's  connex* 
ion  with  flesh  and  blood,  and  Chiisf  s  connexion,  art 
expressed  by  different  words :  xftMimrifxi  and  ^tnr;(i. 
A  difference,  which,  however  slight  it  may  appear  to 
you,  was  thought  of  sufficient  importance  to  be  preserved 
in  the  Yulgate :  commu7ncaveTant'''^rHcipavit.^ 

9.  But,  not  to  lay  a  stress,  upon  any  critical  refine* 
ments  upon  single  expressions,  let  me  ask  your  opinion. 
Sir,  upon  the  general  sense  of  the  passage,  in  which  this 
phrase,  <^  to  partake  of  flesh  and  blood,''  occurs.  1 
would  appeal  to  yourself,  whether  the  conclusion,  which 
you  would  build  upon  that  particular  expression,  is  not 
overthrown  by  the  general  sense  of  the  passage.  The 
purport  of  the  passage  is,  to  assign  a  reason  why  tha 
Redeemer  should  partake  of  flesh  and  blood ;  that  is^ 
why  he  should  be  a  man :  but  a  reason  why  a  man 
should  be  a  man,  one  would  not  expect  to  flnd  in  a  sober 
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nan*8  diacourse.  For  why  any  thing  should  be  what  it 
18,  rather  than  what  it  i$  not,  is  a  question  which  few^  I 
tbinky  would  ask^  and  none  would  attempt  to  answen 
The  attempt  to  assign  a  reason^  why  the  Redeemer 
should  be  a  man,  implies  both  that  he  might  bftve  been, 
without  partaking  of  the  human  naturoi  and  by  conse* 
quence,  that  in  his  own  proper  nature  he  was  ori^nally^ 
something  different  from  man;  and  that  there  might 
have  been  an  expectation^  that  he  would  make  his  ap« 
pearancoy  in  some  form  above  the  hnman.  Jt  particwi* 
larly  implies^  that  an  expectation  of  his  appearance  in 
some  higher  fqnui  niight  be  expected  to  prevail  amoiig 
the  persons,  to  whwi  this  reason  is  assigned ;  so  that 
the  manifest  manhood  of  Christ,  would  be  likely  to  be 
an  objection  with  them,  to  his  claim  to  the  character  of 
ttie  Messiah.  This,  Sir^  seems  to  deserve  your  parti- 
cular attention.  For  the  persons^  to  whom  the  apostle 
tenders  these  reasons  for  the  manhood  of  the  Redeemeri 
were  the  Hebrews;  the  first  Jewish  Christians;  of  whom 
yoa  Bay,  that  before  their  conversion  at  least,  ^<  they  had 
no  idea  that  their  Messiah  was  to  come  down  from  hea- 
ven/* having  never  been  taught  by  their  prophets,  to 
expect  ^*  any  oth^  than  a  man  like  themselves,  in  that 
ittnstrious  character."t 

10.  Upon  the  whole,  since  the  phrase  of  <^  coming  in 
the  flesh,*'  must  be  more  than  equivalent  to  the  word  ^^  to 
come  ;**  since  there  is  no  evidence  of  its  supposed  paral- 
lelism with  St  PauVs  phrase,  of  <<  partaking  of  flesh  and 
blood  ;*'  since,  in  the  discourse  of  any  but  an  Unitarian, 


*  Lettento  Dr  Hordej,  p.  49. 
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it  must  involve  an  allosion  to  the  incarnation  and  divini- 
ty  of  our  Lord ;  your  defence  of  your  argument  from 
8t  John's  first  epistle,  is  insufficient :  the  argument  is 
still  to  be  considered  as  running  in  a  -circle,  and  it  was 
properly  adduced  as  the  second,  among  my  specimens  of 
insufficient  proofl 

lam,  &c. 

N.  B.  The  ai^menit,  which  Dr  Priestley  has  advan- 
ced in  the  fifth  of  his  Second  Letters,  in  favour  of  his 
own  interpretation  of  the  phrase  ^<  coming  in  the  flesh,'' 
from  a  passage  in  8t  Polycarp's  epistle,  is  considered 
and  refated  in  the  first  of  the  Supplemental  Disqui- 
aitions* 
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-     LETTER  FIFTH. 

T%e  Srchdeaeon^B  interpretation  of  Clemens  Monunnus 
defeniei.'^Thfi  shorter  epiMeo  of  Ignatitis  genuine. 

DRMA  SIB. 

HAVING^  to  your  own  entire  satisfSaction^  made 
good  jonr  argument  from  St  John's  first  epistle^  against 
my  exceptions ;  yon  proceed  to  reply  to  the  testimo- 
nies which  I  prodticed  from  Clemens  RomanuS;  for  the 
preexistence  and  divinity  of  onr  Lord*. 

S.  When  61emens  8ays>  ^^  enr  Lord  Jesos  Christ, 
came  not  in  the  {>omp  et  pride  and  arrogance,  although 
he  had  it  in  his  power/'  you  say,  ttat  the  coming  allu« 
ded  to,  was  ^<  no  coming  fh>m  heaven  to  earth ;  and 
that  the  pomp  of  pride  and  arrogance,  in  which  our 
Lord  came  not,  stands  for  an  <^  ostentatious  display"  of 
the  miraculous  powers,  which  our  Lord  never  made.^ 
To  fliis  it  is  sufficient  to  reply,  that  my  interpretation 
rests  upon  the  Mteral  sense  of  the  holy  father's  words, 
which  you  suppose  to  be  figurative;  that  you  have 
nothing  to  object  to  the  literal  interpretation,  but  that 
it  suits  not  with  your  own  opinions ;  whereas  I  have 
somethiog  of  great  importance  to  say  in  its  defence ; 
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that  it  is  established  by  the  context  ^'  fie  came  not 
(gays  Olemens)  in  the  pomp  of  pride  and  arrogance, 
although  be  had  it  in  hb  power,  but  in  humility,  as  the 
Holy  Spirit  spake  concerning  him.''  The  pomp  there- 
fore  of  pride  and  entrance,  in  whkb  onr  Lord  came 
not,  is  that  pomp,  which  is  the  proper  opposite  of  the 
bumility,  iu  which  the  Holy  Spirit  had  foretold  that  he 
should  come-^For  he  came  not  in  that«-«but  in  thb  ho 
tame.  Now  to  determine  what  this  humility  is,  Clem* 
ens  immediately  goes  on,  to  cite  the  prophecies,  which 
describe  the  Messiah's  low  condition*  The  humility, 
therefore,  of  an  ordinary  condition,  is  Uiatin  which  it  is 
eaid  the  Messiah  came,  llie  pomp,  therefore,  of  a 
high  condition,  is  the  pomp,  in  which  it  is  said  he  came 
not,  although  he  bad  it  in  his  power  so  to  come*  The 
expressions  therefore  clearly  imply,  that  our  Lord,  eie 
he  came,  had  the  power  to  choose^  u  what  condition  he 
Would  be  bom. 

8.  In  citing  this  passa^  of  Olemras  Romanus,  I 
dealt  very  liberally  with  yon ;  as  I  trust,  indeed,  that  I 
have  done  in  every  part  of  the  ai|;ument  I  dted  the 
passage,  as  it  stands  in  onr  modern  copies.  More  an* 
cient  copies,  those  which  Jetome  used  instead,  of  mmmf 
tufotfiuot*  ^<  although  he  had  it  in  his  power/'  had  nannf 
vAfla  Si/ra^tr»r,  although  he  had  aU-  things  in  his  power." 
This  appears  from  Jerome's  translation  of  the  passage, 
which  is  in  these  words,  <<  Sceptrum  Dei^  Dominos 
Jesus  ChristoB  non  venit  in  jactantia  snperbls,  cum 
possit  omnia."*    Now  with  this  emendation  of  the 


*  Hienogroi^  fn  E«i«n,  cif .  VL 


last  clansei  wliich  it  seems  was  an  assertion  of  our 
Ijord*8  omnipotence^  yon  are  welcome  to  make  what 
yott  can  of  the  preceding  clause^  by  figurative  inter- 
pretations.* 

4.  No  fignrative  interpretations  will  elude  the  force 
of  my  citations  from  Ignatius— ^but  it  is  the  particulair 
happiness  of  the  Unitarian  writers^  that  they  are  never 
found  at  a  loss  for  an  expedient  All  that  I  say  of  the 
repeated  assertion  of  our  Lord^s  divinity^  in  the  epistles 
of  Ignatius^  you  allow  to  be  true^  *<  according  to  our  pre* 
sient  copies  of  his  epistles.  But  the  genuineness  of  them^ 
(yoo  say^)  is  not  only  very  much  doubted,  but  generally 
giTen  up  by  the  learned."  And  lest  this  assertion 
ahoold  want  that  appearance  of  weighty  which  an  air  of 
confidence  gives^  you  even  tax  my  ingenuity  ^<  for  con- 
cealing a  circumstance^  whkh^  (you  say^)  I  must  have 
known  ;'^  and  you  challenge  me  to  prove  these  epistles^ 


*  Or  Prienley,  to  whom  It  b  a  matter  of  eqoal  eme^  to  bring  the  My  Scrip* 
or  tho  fittheriy  «pM  ail  ociiimioin  to  ipeak  his  own  •eniimeDt%  finds  no 
iitioo  of  oar  Lord's  omnipotence  in  this  olaose  of  Clemens,  thus  rendered  bjr 
Jerome  \  nothing  more  than  an  allusion  **  to  the  great  power  of  which  he  became 
posaeasod*  after  the  descent  of  the  Spirit  of  God  npon  him  at  hb  baptism."  (See 
the  seeood  of  Dr  Priestley's  second  Letters  to  me.)  That  ts»  to  affirm  that  a 
person  bath  off  things  in  his  power,  b,  in  Dr  Priestley's  apprehension  of  the  term^ 
lo  fttrasi  that  at  a  certain  time  he  had  tome  things  in  hb  powen  Had  any  sudi 
aUosioo  been  intended  to  the  miracDlons  powers^  the  terb  po%9it  m  Jerome's  Latia» 
ihonU  have  been  In  one  or  the  other  of  the  preterite  tenses.  By  the  use  of 
tfM  present  tense^  Jerome  describes  a  picnitnde  of  power  now  enjoyed.  This 
phidtmli  of  power  now  enjoyed,  b  alleged  as  what  might  have  been  exercised 
by  oor  Lotd  ra  time  past,  with  respect  to  the  manner  of  hb  own  commg.  It 
b  a  plenitnde  of  power  therefore,  ever  present  to  oor  Lord,  now  and  in  timn 
past  I  and  being-  allowed  to  be  now  present,  is  supposed  of  necesmry  oonse- 
^nenee,  to  be  capable  of  effects  in  time  past.  But  thb  describes  nothing  less 
tfian  the  attriboia  of  omDipotcnee.  Bat  Itognagc  b  no  key  to  <<  uitock  the  nind 
of  a  Socinian.* 
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^^  as  we  now  have  them,  to  be  the  geamne  epistles  oi 
Ignatius.''t 

5.  Sir,  if  the  genuineness  of  these  epistles  be  general- 
ly given  up  by  the  learned,  my  ignorance,  not  my  Inge- 
nuit}'^  is  to  be  blamed,  that  I  cited  them  as  genuine..  I 
indeed  knew  nothing  of  this  general  giving  up.  But 
since  the  testimony  4>f  Ignatius  is  allowed  to.  be  express, 
if  the  epistles  be  genuine  from  which  it  is  produced ; 
permit  me  to  tell  you,  in  few  words,  what  I  know  of 
these  epistles. 

6.  I  know,  that  ancient  writers  mention  seven  epistles 
of  Ignatius,  written  upon  his  journey  from  Antioch, 
where  he  was  bishop,  through  Asia,  Minor ;  for  that 
way  his  journey  lay,  when  he  was  carried  to  Bome  by 
Trajan's  order,  to  be  exposed  to  wild  beasts.  Of  these 
epistles,  six  are  said  to  have  been  addressed  to  the 
churches  of  six  different  cities :  Ephesus,  Magnesia,  upon 
Mseander,  Tralles,  Rome,  Philadelphia,  Smyrna ;  and 
the  seventh  was  addressed  to  Polycarp.  I  know,  that 
besides  some  other  epistles,  confessedly  spurious,  two 
editions,  a  longer  and  a  shorter,  are  at  this  day  current, 
of  seven  epistles  under  the  name  of  Ignatius,  inscribed 
to  those  to  whom  the  real  epistles  of  tlie  blessed  martyr,, 
according  to  the  ecclesiastical  historians,  were  addressed. 
The  longer  epistles  first  appeared  in  print,  in  an  old 
Latin  version,  published  by  Father  Stapulensis,  in 
1408 ;  a  corresponding  Greek  text  was  published  by 
Valentine  Pacaeus,  from  a  manuscript  in  the  Augustaa 
library^  in  the  year  19d7*    The  shorter  edition  likewise 
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made  its  first  appearance  in  prints  in  an  old  Latin  ver« 
sioni  published  by  Usher,  from  two  manuscripts,  in  the 
year  1644.  The  Greek  was  published  by  Isaac  Vos* 
silts,  in  1646,  from  a  manuscript  in  the  MedicsBan  library 
at  Florence.  The  Hedicsean  manuscript  being  imper- 
fect in  the  end,  wanted  the  epistle  to  the  Romans.  But 
a  Greek  text  of  this  epistle,  perfectly  corresponding 
with  Usher's  Latin  version,  was  published  at  Paris, 
from  a  manuscript  of  Colbert's^  by  Mr  Ruinard,  in  tha 
year  1689. 

7-  It  has  been  made  a  question,  whether  the  shorter 
epbfles  are  from  abridged,  or  the  longer  from  interpola- 
ted copies.  The  phraseology  of  the  longer,  seems  in  some 
parts  accommodated  to  the  Arian  notions :  that  of  the 
shorter,  is  every  where  agreeable  to  the  Gatholick  faith* 
The  shorter  edition  hath  the  suffrage  of  the  fathers  of  the 
five  first  centuries;  their  quotations,  which  are  numerous, 
every  where  agreeing  with  this  text*  William  Whis- 
ton,  a  man  whose  memory  is  more  to  be  esteemed  for 
his  integrity,  and  the  extent  and  variety  of  his  reading, 
than  for  the  soundness  of  his  judgment ;  from  pure  at- 
tachment to  the  Arian  cause,  maintained  the  authority 
of  the  longer  copies ;  but  his  opinion  hath  found  but  few 
abettors,  and  those  of  inconsiderable  name,  even  in  his 
own  party.  The  Presbyterian  divines,  desirous  to  get 
rid  of  so  great  an  authority  as  that  of  Ignatius,  in  favour 
of  Episcopacy,  the  rights  of  which  are  set  veiy  high  in 
these  epistles,  were  unwilling  to  allow  their  authenticity 
in  either  form.  But  with  a  majority  of  the  learned,  these 
seven  epistles  are  received  as  authenlick ;  and  the  short- 
er edition  is  supposed  to  exldbit  the  genuine  text  Tliis, 
at  least,  was  the  opinion  of  Isaac  Vossius,  Usher,  Ham- 

aond|  Fetavias;  Cbwtias^  Vwnon,  BoU;  Gavey  Wake^ 
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Coteleriiufy  Orabei  Dapin,  Tillemoiiti  Le  Oleic.  On 
the  other  side,  stand  no  nmniee  to  be  compared  with 
these,  except  the  three  of  Balmatius,  BlondeI|  and 
DallJBUs.  Ferhape  yon  will  add  that  of  Bochart,  But 
the  great  Bochart's  doubts^  went  to  one  only  of  the 
aeven,^  the  epistle  to  the  Romans  j  and  they  are  found-* 
ed  on  a  chronology  of  the  word  Leopardw^  which  Pear- 
son hath  proved  to  be  ervoneons»t 

8.  Mosheim  holds  a  middle  opinion.  The  qnestioQ 
of  preference  between  the  two  editions^  he  thinks  nnde« 
cided.  Whichever  edition  be  preferred^  he  thinks  the 
suspicion  of  interpolation  and  corruption  cannot  be  en- 
tirely  removed.  That  these  qpistles  are  of  great  antt- 
quity,  he  thinks  certain.  That  they  are  not  altogether 
foigeries,  so  credible,  that  nothing  can  be  more.  Bat 
how  far  they  are  sincere,  he  takes  to  be  a  knot  which 
cannot  be  untied.}  At  the  same  time  he  allows^  what 
with  me  entirely  overturns  his  singular  opinion^  that  the 
authenticity  of  them  would  never  have  been  called  in 
question,  had  they  not  CQntuned,  what  the  advocates  of 
Episcopacy  knew  how  to  turn  to  the  advantage  of  thehr 
cause ;  which,  when  the  Presbyterians  and  others,  whe 
were  for  abolishing  the  privileges  of  the  clergy,  under- 
stood ;  they  attacked  them  with  a  warmth,  by  which  the j 
more  harmed  their  own  reputation  than  the  i^uthenticitj 
of  those  writings.  II  It  is  true,  he  taxes  the  writers  on 
the  other  side,  but  not  so  generally,  with  no  less  in- 
temperance.   But|  in  my  judgment,  the  authenticity 


*  HieroMie.    P.  L  lib.  iO.  Mpw  S. 

t  VindieiB  IgnatianK,  P.  U.  p.  91—^ 

i  De  Rebut  ChrutiaaanuB  ante  CamUatiauDi  p.  111. 

I  Ibid.  p.  16$. 


LET.  V-  TO  DR  PRICSTLBT.  |<£0 

of  aQcieat  writings  must  be  set  very  liigh^  which  could 
never  have  been  brought  ia  q[ueslion,  but  through  pre- 
judice. 

9*  With  this  preponderance  therefore^  of  authorities 
on  the  side  <^  the  epistles^  and  with  this  confession  of 
Mosheim  against  his  own  opinion/^I  shall  take  the  liber« 
ty  to  appeal  to  them^  as  they  stand  in  the-shorter  edition, 
as  the  genuine  writings  of  the  blessed  martyr :  not  free 
indeed  from  those  blemishes^  which  arise  from  the  haste, 
the  carelessness^  and  the  ignorance  of  transcribers ;  but 
Qpoo  the  whole^  not  less  sincere,  than  most  other  pieces 
of  the  same  anjtiquity.  I  shall  appeal  to  them  with  the 
less  scruple,  forasmuch  as  the  same  sincerity,  which  I 
ascribe  to  them^  and  which  is  quite  sufficient  for  my 
purpose,  is  allowed  by  the  learned  and  the  candid 
Lardner ;  whose  judgment  must  have  been  bi^^sed  by 
his  opinions,  in  prejudice  of  these  writings,  li  any  thing 
could  have  biassed  his  judgment,  in  prej^udice  of  the 
evidence  itf  truths  After  suggesting  in  na  very  confident 
language,  that  ^^  even  the  smaller  epistles  may  have  been 
tampered  with  by  the  Arians,  or  the  orthodox,  or  both  j'^ 
he  adds,  ^^  I  do  not  affirm,  that  there  are  in  them  any 
considerable  corruptions  or  alterations."*  If  no  consi^ 
derable  corruptions  or  alterations,  certainly  none,  re- 
specting a  point  of  such  importance,  as  the  original 
nature  of  Ghrist  I  will  therefore  still  appeal  to  these 
epistles,  as  sufficiently  sincere,  to  be  decisive  upon  the 
point  in  dispute.    Nor,  shall  I  think  myself  obliged  to 


*  These  wordt  of  Dr  Lftrdaer,  are  cited  by  Dr  Prietdey  himself,  in  his  repljr 
lelhe  AnimadTenioQi^  in  the  Monthly  Review  of  Jane,  1783»  p.  36.  They  make 
•  pirt  of  his  proofy  that  these  epistles  are  so  comipted«  as  not  to  be  quoted  with 
ttfefy.  See  reply  to  AiuiiUKlfenk>n8»  p.  3S. 
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go  into  the  proof  of  their  authentid^,  till  yoo  have 
given  a  satisfactory  reply,  to  every  part  of  Bishop  Pear« 
eon's  elaborate  defence :  a  worku  which  I  suspect  you 
have  not  yet  leaked  titrougk. 

lanif&c. 

P.  8.  To  the  authorities  for  the  epistles  of  Igna- 
tius, according  to  the  shorter  eopies;  1  must  add  Fa* 
liriciu6« 


I  FA  TO  HR  fBOBSTUBT.  |S| 


LETTER  SIXTH. 

In  reply  to  Ifr  Priesfley^s  Becani.'-^The  difference  if 
ihe  JSbionites  and  MizareneSf  no  Hngidar  or  netb 
opinion  of  the  Archdeacon^ 8. — The  same  thing  main* 
tained  by  Mosheim  and  other  criticks  of  great  name. 
Dr  Priestley^e  arguments  from  Origen  and  Eueebi- 
U89  not  ne^ected  in  the  JLrchdeacon^a  Charge. — Dr 
PriesHefa  conclusione  from  the  several  passages  died 
by  him  from  Epiphanius^  confuted. — The  Mizarenes^ 
no  sect  of  the  apostolick  age. — Ehionj  not  contempo^ 
rary  toiA  St  John. —  The  antiquity  of  a  sect,  not  a 
proof  of  its  orthodoxy. 

DBMt  SIR, 

THE  dtadel  of  your  strength,  is  the  argoment  from 
the  Nazarenes;  to  which,  however,  I  hare  given  a 
place  among  my  specimens  (rf  insnflfeient  proof.  Yoa 
ind  the  attack  npon  this  fortress,  warm  on  every  side  ; 
and  your  resistence  is  proportionably  vigorous.  So  im* 
patient  are  you  for  its  defence,  that  you  take  it  out  of  ito 
turn,  passing  by  my  third  specimen — the  argument  from 
Athanasius;  which  you  very  properly  consider  as  an 
outwork,  which  will  be  indeed  of  little  consequence,  if 
the  citadel  should  surrender — which  however,  must  ba 
the  case ;  neither  force  nor  stratagem  can  defend  it. 

8.  Two  points,  you  know,  must  b«  made  Out  to  save 
argument :  the  one,  that  the  faith  of  the  Nazarenes 
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was  Uniiarian ;  the  other,  fiiat  these  Unitarian  Kaza- 
renes  were  the  HelHrew  Ghristians,  or  the  members  of 
the  primitive  church  of  Jerusakm*  To  prove  the  first 
point,  you  abide  by  your  ori^nal  assertion,  that  the  Na* 
zarenes  and  the  Ebionites,  were  cue  and  the  same  peo- 
pie,  under  diJflferent  names.  This  assertion  you  attraipi 
to  defend  against  my  objections.  We  shall  see  with 
what  success. 

8.  iTou  allow,  ^^  it  has  been  ima^ned  by  some,  that 

there  was  a  difference  between  the  doctrine  of  the  £bi« 

onites  and  the  Nazarenes,  concerning  the  person  of 

Christ.^'^    Something  of  a  difference,  some  half-witted 

criticks  have,  it  seems,  imagined.    But  you  take  care  to 

insinuate  in  the  next  sentence,  that  none  before  me,  ever 

dreamed  of  so  wide  a  difference,  as  I  would  put  between 

them.    It  had  only  been  ima^ned  ^^  that  the  Ebionitee 

disbelieved,  while  the  Nazarenes  maintained,  the  mira- 

culouB  conception  ;''t  both  concurring  in  the  disbelief 

of  our  Lord's  divinity.    ^^  For  as  to  any  Nazarenes, 

who  believed  that  Christ  was  any  thing  more  than  man, 

you  find  no  trace  of  them  in  history.'^    And  you  think 

it  extraordinary,  <'  that  it  should  now  be  made  a  point, 

to  find  some  difference  between  the  Nazarenes  and  the 

Ebionites,  inasmuch  as  you  bdieve,  no  critick  of  any 

name  in  the  last  age,  pretended  to  find  any.'^g    Indeed^ 

you  may  well  be  astonished.    For,  ^<  the  learned  Jere- 

miah  Jones''^  wrote  a  chapter  to  prove  them  the  same 

people. 

4.  Indeed,  Sir,  I  tnust  take  shame  to  myself,  and 
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confess^  ihat  ibis  learned  Jeremiah  Jones,  is  not  of  my 
acquaintance.  I  find  upon  inquiiy^  that  he  is  very  much 
unknown  among  my  brethren  of  the  establishment ;  I 
am  infwmed^  however^  that  he  was  not  undeserving  of 
the  epithet  which  yon  have  coupled  with  his  name^  he 
was^  it  seems,  the  tutor  of  the  venerable  Lardner^  and 
was  thought^  in  natural  ability^  to  excel  his  pupil.  Ne« 
vertheless^  Sir^  I  conceive  I  may  be  pardoned^  if  I  pre- 
sume to  dissent  from  the  opinion  of  Jeremiah  Jones^  not- 
withstanding the  importance  that  may  have  accrued  to 
it  from  the  approbation  of  Br  Priestley.  That,  Sir^ 
which  you  are  pleased  to  call  an  imagination  of  some^ 
the  notion  of  a  difference  between  the  Nazarenes  and 
the  Bbionites^  was  the  decided  opinion  of  a  writer  bet- 
ter known  than  Jeremiah  Jones —  the  illustrious  Mo- 
sheioi.  ^<  This  little  body  of  Christians/'  says  that 
learned  historian,  ^^  which  coupled  Moses  with  Christy 
split  again  into  two  sects,  distinguished  from  each  other 
by  their  doctrines  concerning  Ghrist,  and  the  permanent 
obligation  of  the  law ;  and  perhaps  by  other  circum- 
stances.''*  As  a  certain  proof  that  they  were  two  dis- 
tinct sects,  he  observes,  that  each  had  its  own  gospel, 
fie  says,  that  ^<  the  Nazarenes  had  a  better  and  truer 
Bodon  of  Christ  than  the  £bionites."t 

6.  It  may  be,  Mosheim  was  the  inventor  of  this  dis* 
tinction,  since  you  have  not  found  it  in  any  critick  of 


*  F^oiilhiiii  vero  hoe  Chriitiaiionim  agmeDy  quod  Moieci  Christo  aoeial»t,  in 
kcnim  diiiUielmt  tecui;  dogmatibai  de  Chritto,  legtaque  oeceasitate,  fone 
alM  cciam  rebus  igoiietM.  Mtthem  tk  Btbut  Christianorum  ante  CvtutoMU" 
nwk  S«e.  3.  Mc  sxxix. 

t  Kuarei  niminini  et  de  Cbtitto  mnlto  rceUsi  et  rerius  sentiebftnt  qiuun 
fted.  Ibid.  a.  •  •  *. 
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any  name  of  the  last  age.  Perliapi|  Bir^  yon  and  I, 
when  we  speak  of  criticks  of  any  name,  may  not  always 
agree  in  the  persons,  to  whom  we  would  apply  that  des- 
cription. May  1  then  take  leave  to  ask,  what  you  think 
of  Hugo  Grotius  ?  Was  He  a  critick  of  any  name  ? 
Tossius,  Spencer,  Huetius,  were  these  criticks  of  any 
came  P  If  they  were,  Sir,  yon  must  come  again  to  your 
confessions.  For  Hugo  Grotius,  Yossius,  Spencer,  and 
Huetius*  agree  that  the  Nazarenes  and  £bionites|y 
though  sometimes  confounded,  were  distinct  sects ;  and 
they  maintain  the  opinion,  which  I  now  maintain,  of 
the  high  orthodoxy  of  the  proper  Nazarenes^  in  the  arti- 
cle of  our  Lord's  divinity. 

6.  But  it  may  be,  that  the  Nazarenes  were  Unitarian, 
though  they  were  not  Ebionites.  For  the  doctrine  can- 
cerning  our  Lord's  divinity,  is  not  the  only  point,  ia 
which  the  pretended  difference  is  placed :  and  ^<  as  to 
any  Nazarenes,  who  believed  fliat  Ghrist  was  any  thing 
more  than  man,  you  find  no  trace  of  them  in  history/'f 
Tpu  have  then  been  less  successful  than  Hugo  6rotin% 
Yossius,  Spencer,  Huetius :  not  to  mention  others  of  in- 
ferior  note. 

7.  You  see.  Sir,  (our  readers  at  least  will  see,)  that 
you  had  little  ground  to  represent  the  opinion,  which  I 
maintain,  of  a  difference  between  the  Nazarenes  and 
Ebionites,  as  singular  or  novel.  Your  attempt  to  set  it 
forth  in  that  light,  I  cannot  but  consider  as  a  stratagem, 
which  you  are  willing  to  employ  for  the  preservation  of 


^^i^"* 


*  Grotiui  in  Matth.  o.  L  Voniiii  de  genere  Jen  Chriidy  cap.  8.  leo.  f. 
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your  battered  citadel-— the  argument  from  the  Naza« 
lenes,  Iq  this  stratagem^  if  I  mistake  not^  you  are  com- 
pletely  foiled.  In  your  salliee  against  the  batteries 
which  I  have  raised,  I  trust  you  will  be  little  more  suc- 
cessful. But  as  too  much  of  stratagem  is  apt  to  mix 
itself  with  all  your  operations,  it  will  be  necessary 
that  I  watch  very  narrowly  the  manner  of  your  ap- 
proacbes. 

&  Tour  reply  to  my  objections  against  the  testimony, 
which  Epiphanius  is  supposed  to  bear  to  the  identity  of 
the  two  sects,  is  opened  with  a  complaint,  that  I  have 
said  nothing  ^^  to  the  arguments  from  Origen  and  Euse- 
biua.''*  Sir,  either  here  is  more  stratagem,  or  you  have 
dealt  by  me,  as  you  profess  to  do  by  the  ancients.  You 
have  only  looked  tlirough  my  Charge.  Had  you  read 
it  tfaroogh,  you  could  hardly  have  missed  something  that 
1  say  to  the  arguments  from  Origen  and  Eusebius.  I 
flatly  deny  any  direct  testimony  of  Origen,  in  favour  of 
die  identity  which  you  would  prove ;  and  I  have  shown 
that  the  passage,  from  which  you  would  draw  the  in- 
ference, are  little  to  your  purpose.'^!  The  aigument 
from  Eusebius,  you  will  be  pleased  to  recollect,  made 
no  part  of  your  original  proof.  It  first  appeared  among 
certain  corrections  and  additions,  which  are  annexed  to 
your  '^  Reply  to  the  Animadversions''  of  a  learned  wri- 
ter in  the  Monthly  Review.  It  was  impossible  there- 
fore, that  I  should  take  notice  of  it  in  my  Charge,  which 
had  be^i  sent  to  the  press,  and  was  in  great  part  print- 
ed, before  I  had  any  knowledge  of  the  Reply,  or  indeed 
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of  the  animadversions  which  occasioned  it  Bat  in  the 
Appendix  to  my  Ghai^e^  which  was  written  after  I  had 
read  yonr  Beply^  and  in  consequence  of  it — ^I  complain* 
eAf  that  yon  had  made  no  reference  to  the  particular 
passages  of  Eusebius^  upon  which  yon  would  found 
your  argument.* 

9.  However^  that  I  said  somethiog  very  material  to 
the  ailment  from  Epiphanius^  you  deny  not  T  said 
indeed^  that  no  man  could  allege,  as  you  do,  the  testimo- 
ny  of  Epiphanius  to  the  identity  of  the  Ebionites  and 
Nazarenes,  who  had  read  to  the  end,  so-  muck  as  the 
first  sentence  of  Epiphanius's  account  of  the  Ebionites* 
And  I  still  say  the  same  thing :  for  in  that  first  sentence 
Epiphanius  asserts,  that  Ebion  made  additions  to  the 
doctrine  of  the  Nazarenes.  Among  these  additions  I 
place,  although  you  will  not,  the  mere  humanity  of 
Christ 

10.  You  tell  me  in  reply,  that  if  I  had  myself  read 
the  second  paragraph  of  this  same  chapter  of  Epiphani« 
us,  it  would  have  shown  me  the  errrw  of  my  own  re- 
mark ;  f(n*  in  that  second  paragraph,  you  say  it  appears^ 
that  the  difference  between  the  Ebionites  and  the  Naza* 
renes,  lay  in  other  particulars,  not  in  the  doctrine  of  the 
mere  humanity  of  Christ,  f  Ton  then  produce  that  pa- 
ragraph, with  a  string  of  other  passages,  confirming,  as 
you  think,  the  assertion  which  you  pretend  to  find  in  it;, 
of  the  agreement  of  the  two  sects  upon  the  point  in  ques- 
tion.  Epiphanius  tells  us,  as  you  think,  in  the  second 
paragraph  of  his  section  about  the  Ebionites,  *^  Thai 
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BSbimi  borrowed  Inb  abotniaable  rites  (to  yoa  reader 
#Suvf or)  from  (he  Samaritans ;  bis  opioioii  (yr«»/«irr)  froid 
the  Nasarenes;  hk  name  from  the  Jews.^'  In  thd 
Second  section^  as  yoa  understand  him^  he  places  ihd 
whole  difference  between  the  Nazarenes  and  the  Ebion* 
ites,  in  a  single  clrcnmstaincey  totally  nncoanected  with 
the  opinions  aboQt  Christ  In  the  same  s^ction^  jod 
Say,  he  speaks  of  the  two  sects  as  inhabiting  the  samet 
eonntry,  and  adds,  that  ^  agreeing  together^  they  com- 
Ittttnicated  of  tbefar  perverseness  to  each  other/'* 

1 1«  Now,  BIr,  in  these  quotations^  I  hare  to  complain 
part^  of  the  want  of  critical  discernment  i  partly  of 
Stratagem ;  partly  of  unskilful  interpretatioii :  and  I 
allrm,  that  not  one  of  the  passages  alleged*  is  to  your 
purpose* 

ifL  For  the  second  paragraph  of  the  first  section^  the 
mIj  claase  in  it  of  which  yon  can  avail  yonrsdf,  is  that 
in  which  it  is  asserted,  according  to  your  thmslation, 
that  <«Ebk>n  took— ^-^his  opinion  from  the  Nazarenes.^f 
Bat  here,  Sir,  is  stratagem.  Why  is  not  the  enfire 
claase  produced  ?  Because  the  entire  clause^  would  de- 
feat the  conclusion  which  it  is  brought  to  establish. 
Boerf  Bphiphanius  say,  that  Ebion  took  his  opinioti 
^hnply  from  the  NaMrenes?  fie  says  it  not;  even  if  it 
be  admitted,  that  the  word  yfc^/anf  is  rightly  rendered  by 
0fhnon.  If  opinion  be  indeed  what  is  here  signified  by 
ffufniPf  Bpiphanius  says  that  Ebion  took  his  opinion 
from  the  <^  the  Ossxans,  the  Kazorsans,  and  the  Nasa- 


i^H^i,— ^■^fcrf^i^w^i^-— «^|     ■•» 
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mans.^'  The  Nassomms  of  Epiphanius^  (NaC»f«<oO 
were  the  Christian  Nazarenes.  But  his  Nasar^ans 
were  no  Ghristians.  They  were  a  Jewish  sect-^-one  of 
the  seven  which  were  subsisting  at  the  time  of  our 
Lord's  appearance ;  the  fifth  in  Epiphanius's  enumera- 
tion. The  Ossieans,  were  the  sixth  of  those  seven  sects 
of  Judaism.  So  that,  if  any  thing  is  asserted  in  this 
chinse  concerning  the  opinions  of  Ebion^  it  is^  that  they 
were  a  mixture  of  the  extravagancies  of  three  sects ;  two 
Jewish,  and  one  Christian.  But  his  general  assertba 
will  never  determine,  to  which  of  these  three  sources,  any 
particular  opinion  maintained  by  Ebion,  is  to  be  refer- 
red. It  will  be  probable,  that  this  doctrine  of  oar 
Lord's  humanity,  was  an  accommodation  of  the  old  doc- 
trine of  the  Nazarenes,  to  the  prejudices  of  hb  Jewish 
friends.  For  how  will  you  prove,  Sir,  thatEbion,  if  he 
taught  the  same  opinions  which  you  now  maintain,  was 
not  actuated  by  the  same  generous  motives :  a  tender 
charity  for  the  Jews,  whom  he  might  propose,  as  you  do, 
to  reconcile  to  the  evangelick  doctrine,  by  divestbg  the 
doctrine  of  every  thing  properly  evangelick  ? 

13.  But  I  contend  further,  that  the  word  yrAi^ifr,  in  this 
passage  of  Epiphanius,  is  not  rightly  rendered  by 
apinion.  It  often  indeed  denotes  opinion  in  good  Greek 
writers ;  but  it  is  not  used  in  that  sense  here.  That  it  is 
not,  appears  from  the  subsequent  part  of  the  same  sen- 
tence ;  in  which  ywim  is  mentioned  as  something  distinct 
from  yroi^K  and  vvyxoLroAwii  raf  ivxyFiMcjv  (perhaps  we 

should  read  iuayyixtrw)  tial  aVof 0A6)r  ^rifi  TrtTiQC*     ^^  Ebion, 

says  Epiphanius,  desired  to  bear,  the  appellation  of  a 
Christian,  but  not  to  adopt  the  practice  of  Christians^ 
aor  their  yw/An,  nor  their  knowledge,  nor  their  assent  to 
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to  the  evangelists  and  apostles^  concerning  the  faitk'^* 
Now  knowledge  and  assent  concerning  faith  to  the 
evangelists  and  apostles,  include  religious  opinion; 
yff^n,  therefore,  being  mentioned  as  distinct  from  these, 
is  not  opinion.  It  seems  to  be  rather  used  here,  for 
what  is  expressed  in  English  by  the  word  sentiment }  a 
thing  which  often  modifies  opinion,  but  itself  is  not  opi- 
nion. Of  this  use  of  the  word,  examples  are  not  want- 
ing. ^^  Ebion,  it  is  said,  possessed  the  sentiments  of 
Osss&ans,  Nazarenes,  and  Nasaraeans.''  He  resembled 
these  Christian  and  Jewish  sectaries,  in  that  illiberality 
of  sentiment  which  inclined  the  Nazarenes,  to  tliink  the 
observance  of  the  ritual  law  necessary  to  a  Christian's 
salvation,  and  disposed  tbe  Ossseans,  and  theNasa- 
raeans,  to  many  senseless  superstitions*  But  (bis  re- 
semblance is  no  proof,  that  he  took  his  opinion  of  the 
mere  humamty  of  Christ,  from  the  Christian  Naza-^ 
renes. 

1^  But  if  this  passage  is  not  sufficiently  explicit^ 
the  second  section,  you  will  tell  me,  is  decisive.  Un- 
fortunately, the  long  passage  which  you  have  produced 
from  this  section,  wants  to  be  set  in  order,  before  any 
use  can  be  made  of  it :  and  when  we  have  made  the 
Lest  of  the  present  text,  which  I  fear  is  too  corrupt  to  be 
perfectly  restored  without  manuscripts,  it  will  little  serve 
your  purpose.  Much  indeed  of  the  confusion  arises^ 
from  a  false  punctuation,  which  your  own  translation 
sets  in  a  most  conspicuous  light ;  as  a  little  remark  which 
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fan  hwn  thvowQ  in^  pmote  out  the  correction  of  it 
^  r-rr  ^nd  first,  be  asferted  that  Christ  was  bom  of 
the  commerce  an4  seed  of  it  man,  namely  Joseph,  as 
we  9ignif£i  abava.^^*  Tbis  assertion  (tf  Ebion^B,  had 
not  been  signified  above :  it  is  mentioned  in  this  passage 
for  the  first  time.  Yon  remark,  that  these  words,  <<  as 
we  signified  above,"  refer  to  the  first  words  of  the  first 
section :  but  |n  the  fir^t  "firQrdi  c^  the  first  section,  wo 
^f  ye  no  signification  of  fibion's  denial  of  the  miraculoua 
f onoepjion,  nor  in  any  words  previous  to  this  clause  of 
the  second  section :  and  the  reference  cannot  be  to  pifh* 
vioas  words,  for  that  which  no  i^evions  WQtds.  contain* 
The  refereqcf  therefore,  ^phich  is  explicitly  tn  some^ 
thing  pceviqqsji  cim  have  nq  connexion,  with  the  denial 
of  the-  mii»wuloiis  cqnception,i  which  is  now  mentioned 
fpr  t|^  first  time.  It  must  connect  howevw,  with  some^ 
t|dqg  in  ^he  writer's  present  narrntive,  or  it  hath  no 
meaning.  Now  in  the  words  which  immediately  pre^ 
cede  the  clause,  which  ffgards  £bion's  heterodoxy  upon 
the  article  of  the  cqn^ptipn,  tlia^  is,  ip  the  initial  clauses 
^  t^s  ^tio^,  Epiphaniiis  actually  repeats  what  he 
had  said  before.  With  these  cUuses  therefore,  this  re- 
ference to  the  former  part  of  his  narrative  is  to  be  con* 
nected ;  and  the  intervening  daqse,  regarding  the  con* 
ception,  should  be  set  out  as  a  parenthesis.  I  will  now 
present  you  with  the  Greek  text  properly  pointed,  ac* 
companied  with  two  t^nslations;  your  own  on  one 
^e,  knd  mine  upon  the  other ;  that  our  readeta,  compa- 
ring both  with  the  original,  may  judge  for  tliemselves  of 
the  propriety  of  each. 
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10.  The  manner  in  which  Ebion's  opinion^  concern- 
cerning  the  conception  of  our  Lord,  is  mentioned  in  pa- 
renthesis, seems  to  exclude  it  from  those  principles, 
which  he  borrowed  from  other  sectaries.  If  those  other 
sectaries  therefore  were  the  Nazarenes,  then  this  opin- 
ion, as  it  should  seem,  was  no  principle  with  them ; 
and  this  passage,  like  most  of  your  quotations,  contra- 
dicts what  you  have  brought  it  up  to  prove. 

16.  You  will  perhaips  object,  that  if  Ephiphanios 
meant  to  insinuate,  that  Ebion  and  the  Nazarenes  held 
different  opinions  about  Christ ;  he  would  not  have  na- 
med another  thing,  as  the  single  point  in  which  they 
differed.  Nor  hath  he  done  this.  Having  described 
Ebion's  doctrine,  as  a  compilation  of  the  extravagandes 
of  other  sects,  he  says,  he  differed  only  in  a  single  point. 
That  is,  there  was  but  a  single  point  in  his  whole  sys- 
tem, in  which  he  differed  from  oU  the  sects  from  which 
he  borrowed :  which  was  this,  that  his  Judaism  was  of 
the  Samaritan  cast  But  it  follows  not  from  this,  that 
whatever  he  maintained  besides,  was  to  be  found  in  the 
doctrines  of  the  Nazarenes,  or  of  any  other  in  particular, 
of  the  various  heresies  of  which  the  Ebionsean  was 
composed. 

17.  But,  to  deal  sincerely,  I  must  confess,  that  it  is 
not  at  all  clear  to  me,  that  the  Nazarenes  are  the  sect 
intended,  in  the  beginning  of  this  section,  under  the  des* 
cription  of  Ebioo's  contemporaries,  from  whom  he  bor- 
rowed his  principles.    If  they  were  not,  this  section 
will  neither  afford  any  proof  of  your  opinion,  nor  be 
conclusive  on  the  other  side.    The  persons  intended 
are  not  named,  otherwise  than  by  the  pronoun  tA^aw  : 
and  for  this  pronoun,  if  you  examine  the  original  text, 
you  will  be  much  at  a  loss  to  find  an  antecedent.    This 
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proBonn,  used  u  it  is  here^  as  a  relative^  is  generally  to 
be  referred  to  tbe  persons  mentioned  last  before^  in  tbe 
tathor's  discourse.  Bat  in  all  the  preceding  part  of 
ibis  discourse  about  the  Ebionites^  the  Nazarenes  are 
no  where  mentioned^  except  in  that  sentence^  in  which 
ihey  are  joined  with  the  Ossseans  and  the  Nasaraeans^ 
and  at  the  very  beginning  of  the  chapter,  where  they 
ire  intended  by  this  same  pronoun^  as  the  sect  described 
m  the  chapter  next  preceding*  The  persons  last  men- 
tioned in  the  present  discourse^  are  the  Jews  and  tho 
Samaritans :  and  of  these  the  pronoun  rJlmf  may  be  red-* 
ditive.  Ebion  might  be  called  their  contemporary^  if  he 
lived  before  the  Jews  entirely  lost  their  consideration  in 
the  world^  as  a  religious  sect  j  and  while  the  Samaritans 
were  yet  subsisting  as  a  distinct  sect  of  Judabm ;  he  set 
out  from  the  same  principles  with  them,  because  ha 
maintained  the  permanent  obligation  of  the  ritual  law. 
If  this  be  the  true  exposition,  of  the  two  first  clauses  of 
this  section ;  it  is  the  purport  of  the  parenthesis,  which 
follows  them,  to  remark,  that  Ebion,  even  in  that  pari 
of  bis  doctrine  which  could  not  be  borrowed,  either 
from  Jews  or  Samaritans,  carried  his  desire  of  accom- 
modating to  Jewish  principles,  such  a  length,  as  to  ac- 
knowledge our  Lord,  for  nothing  more  than  a  preacher 
•f  righteousness.  But  this  leads  to  no  conclusion  about 
tbe  faith  of  the  Nazarenes. 

18.  1  have  sometimes  thought,  that  the  pronoun  TW7«r 
miglht  be  redditive,  not  of  the  Nazarenes  singly,  but  of 
all  the  sects  which  are  mentioned  in  the  preceding  part 
of  the  narrative,  as  furnishing  the  constituent  parts  of 
Ebion's  system ;  namely,  of  the  Jews,  the  Samaritans, 
the  Ossfleans,  the  Nasarsans,  the  Nazarenes,  the  Gerin* 
thums,  and  the  Carpocratians.    With  all  these,  accord- 


I4f  unrsniN  ieply  unr.  yl 

log  td  the  confaaed  cKrenologjr  (^  this  inaccurate  writer^ 
Sbioiiy  as  a  junior  with  an  elder^  waa  eontimpc^htry : 
and  he  sot  rat  from  the  same  principles  with  thedi }  in- 
wmnch  as  all  his  j^rinciples  Were  borrofwed,  sorn^  frbni 
one  of  these  sects,  sonUe  from  another :  the  only  thing 
which  was  peculiar  to  himself  being  this  \  th4t  the  Juda« 
ism  which  he  practised^  was  ef  the  Samaritan  c&st  Id 
{his  exposition  of  the  pronoun  Tiimfj  the  importance  of 
the  parenthesis  most  be  ta  sigmfy^  that  the  mere  homan^ 
ity  of  Christ  was  made  a  principle  by  Bbieo,  althoogli 
it  was  no  priaclf^e  with  those  from  whom  he  borrowed« 
It  was  indeed  a  part  of  An  Gerinfhian  doctrine,  not  as  a 
principle,  but  as  a  conseqoffnce  fimn  principles*  Thd 
principles  of  the  Gerinthian  doctrine  were  the  principlei 
of  the  Oriental  philosophy :  and  the  denial  of  our  Lordls 
tfvinity,  and  of  his  n^racnlous  conception,  in  the  system 
of  Cerinthos,  was  a  consequence  of  that  cardinal  priAd" 
pie  of  the  Oriental  philosophy,  which  put  eternal  eiimi- 
ty  between  Ood  and  every  thing  material.  But  with 
Ebion,  the  denial  of  the'  miracukms  conception^  n^ad 
itself  a  first  principle,  independent  of  every  thhig  Asst. 
In  this  view  of  it  again^  the  parenthesis  leads  to  no  con- 
clusion concerning  the  Nazaretaes. 

19.  Which  eixpositioo  of  the  pronoon  w^m  is  to  be 
preferred,  is  a  point  upon  which  I  can  bring  myself  to 
no  fixed  opinion.  I  very  much  suspect,  as  I  have  al^^ 
ready  observed,  some  cdnsiderdble  corruptioil  of  the 
text:  for,  although  Epiphanius  is  indeed  a  witetched 
writer,  the  obscurity  (tf  this  sentence^  as  it  stands^  in 
more  than  mere  bad  writii^  is  apt  to  create.  But  ex- 
pound the  pronoun  as  you  please^  the  passage  wiB 
be  either  against  y on^  or  at  the  bast  nothing  to  your 
porpose. 
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SOL  But  in  a  subsequent  seatence,  Epiphanins  speaks^ 
it  seems^  ^^  of  the  Ebionites,  as  inhabiting  the  same 
country  as  ihe  Nazarenes ;''  and  adds^  <^  that  agreeing 
together^  they  C4nnmunicated  of  their  perverseneas  to 
each  other.^^  It  is  true^  that  in  the  passage  which  you 
have  produced^  Epiphanius  speaks  of  the  Ebionites^  a« 
the  near  neighbours  of  certain  Nazarenes^  and  of  a  re- 
semblance which  the  vicinity  of  situation  produced-^-but 
the  Nazarenes  intended^  were  they  the  Christian  Naza- 
renes, or  the  NasarjEan  Jews  ?  They  are  called  <<  the 
lawless  Nazarenes'^  [NaC«/>f^0i  •/  avofjL9t'\.  The  Chris- 
tiao  Nazarenes,  had  nothing  in  their  conduct,  that  might 
tender  them  deserving  4»f  this  epithet.  Their  error  was, 
that  they  feared  to  use  their  liberty,  not  that  they  abused 
it  Tlie  Nasarsan  Jews,  as  Jews,  were  lawless  in  a 
very  emphatick  sense ;  inasmuch  as  they  renounced  the 
whole  of  the  Mosaick  law,  except  that  they  circumcised, 
kept  the  Sabbath,  and  paid  some  regard  to  the  stated 
festivals.  It  was  not,  that  they  denied  the  authority  of 
Moses  :  but,  by  what  may  be  gathered  from  Epipha- 
mus's  account  of  them,  they  pretended  that  the  real 
laws  of  Moses  were  lost,  and  that  the  Pentateuch  of  the 
Jews  was,  in  all  but  the  historical  parts,  a  spurious 
work.*  Upon  these  principles,  they  held  themselves 
released  from  all  rites,  but  those  which  the  history  itself 
confirmed.  This  sect  was  found  chiefly  in  the  region  of 
Basantis :  and  in  a  town  called  Gochaba,  in  the  same 


*  Thh  eonjeciore,  which  1  formed  from  Epipbanias's  account  of  thia  sect,  I 
luive  MBce  foonil  confirmed  by  Dnmaicetuit ;  who  nja,  tlmt  they  held  the  Penta- 
t««cb  of  the  Jews  to  be  a  tpurious  work,  and  pretended  to  btTe  the  originul  in 
tlwir  own  hwidi.  tdtt  h  vnt  ^dlwx^  >t*^^  ^  ^^  MunoK  ^cf^fuuOt^^'tg  ci^x^ir  Ik 
^^  mfU:  MkUarmu.   Joao.  Oamaacen.  dc  Hsereiibns. 
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region,  EpiplotDiiis  places  the  original  residence  cyf 
Ebion.  These  NasarjEans  thetefore,  were  neighbours 
of  the  Ebionitesy  and  they  seem  to  be  the  people  intend- 
ed in  this  passage. 

%i.  It  may  perhaps  seem  strange,  that  any  resem<- 
blance  should  be  pretended,  between  a  Christian  sect 
which  adhered  to  the  Mosaick  law,  and  a  Jewish  sect 
which  rejected  it  Bnt  the  first  Ebionites,  if  Epipha- 
nius  is  to  be  trusted  in  his  description  of  them,  retdned 
nothing  more  of  genuine  Jndaism,  than  the  Nasaneana. 
Whatever  more  they  had  which  looked  like  Judaism,  it 
was  borrowed  from  the  Samaritan  superstition. 

S3.  But  whoever  these  lawless  Nazarenes  might  be, 
their  agreement  with  the  Ebionites,  b  an  addition  of 
your  own,  founded  on  a  misinterpretation  of  the  ori^. 
nal.  Epiphanius  answers  for  nothing  more,  than  some 
general  resemblance.  His  words  are  to  this  effect 
<^  From  hence  he  began  to  propagate  his  pernicious  doc« 
trine  ;  namely,  from  the  same  parts  which  it  hath  before 
been  said  those  lawless  Nazarenes  inhabited.  For  be- 
ing contiguous,  he  to  them,  and  they  to  him,  each  im- 
parted  to  the  other  of  his  own  particular  impiety.  And 
yet,  in  certain  things  they  differ;  bnt  in  evU  disposition, 
they  were  counterparts  one  to  the  other.''*  What  you 
took  for  agreement  is  contiguity  of  situation ;  and  flie 
resemblance  comes  at  last  to  nothing  more,  than  an  un- 
defined general  resemblance,  with  specifick  differences. 
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An  entire  likeness  is  not  pretended  in  any  circumstance^ 
bat  the  common  depravity  of  disposition. 

83.  To  these  passages  from  the  chapter  about  the 
Ebionitesy  yon  subjoin  another,  from  the  7th  section  of 
the  preceding  chapter,  which  treats  of  the  Nazarenes. 
^^  He  says,!  that  they  were  Jews  in  all  respects,  except 
that  they  betieved  in  Christ ;  hut  I  do  not  know  whether 
ikej  hM  <ia  mirmculous  conception  or  notJ^^  This 
yon  say,  '^  amounts  to  no  more  than  a  doubt,  which  he 
forwards  abandoned,  by  asserting  that  the  Ebionites 
held  the  same  opinion  concerning  Christ  with  the  Na- 
zareaes ;  which  opinion  he  expressly  states  to  be  their 
belief,  that  Jesus  was  a  mere  man,  and  the  son  of  Jo- 
seph.'^t  I  lament,  Bir,  that,  in  justice  to  my  own  cause^ 
I  most  here  i^nly  complain  of  the  perverseness  of  your 
translation.  When  you  cite  an  ancient  author,  why  will 
|eu  make  him  say  more  or  less,  than  he  hath  said  for 
himself?  Why  not  translate  literally  ?  that  your  readers 
might  seet,  how  far  your  account  of  filings  is  supported 
by  express  testimony,  how  fiir  it  is  mere  inference ;  and 
be  enabled  to  estimate  the  degree  of  prdbability,  with 
which  each  inference  is  accompanied.  <^ they  be- 
lieved in  Christ ;  but  I  do  not  know,  whether  they  held 
the  miraculous  conception  or  not''  Is  this  a  translation 
of  the  words  of  Epiphanius  ?  It  is  not  It  is  an  artful 
substitution  of  an  inference  of  your  own,  from  the  au- 
thor's words,  for  the  words  of  the  author.  I^  Sir,  in 
my  Charge  had  furnished  you  with  a  more  exact  trans- 
lation4    Why  would  you  not  adopt  it;  unless  you 
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could  have  made  a  better  of  your  own^  or  could  have 
shown  its  impropriety?  ^^Coucerning  Christ/^  says 
Epiphanius^  <<  1  cannot  say  with  certainty  (or^  I  am  not 
informed  to  say^  i%  hla.  tiVcir)  whether  they  too^  carried 
away  with  the  impiety  of  the  aforementioned  Gerinthns 
and  Merinthusy  think  him  a  mere  man ;  w  affirm,  as  the 
troth  is,  that  he  was  begotten  of  Mary,  by  the  Holy 
Ghosf  To  affirm,  <<  as  the  truth  is,  that  Christ  was 
begotten  of  Mary,  by  the  Holy  Ghost,''  in  Epiphanius's 
sense  of  those  words,  was  to  affirm  much  more  than  the 
miraculous  conception,  in  any  sense  in  which  an  Unita« 
rian  might  affirm  it.  It  was  to  affirm  our  Lord's  din- 
nity.  Epiphanius's  confession,  that  he  bad  no  groimd 
to  assert,  that  the  Nazarenes  held  the  contraiy  opiiuoQ^ 
amounts  to  much  more  than  a  doubt.  It  amounts  to  ao 
unwilling  confession  of  a  base  accuser ;  who  had  not  the 
liberality  to  absolve  in  explicit  terms,  when  he  found 
himself  unable  to  convict*  As  you  have  not  yet  produ- 
ced the  passage,  in  which  Epiphanius  asserts,  that  the 
Nazarenes  and  Ebionites  held  one  opinion  concerning 
Christ ;  your  assertion,  that  he  afterwards  abandoned 
this  doubt,  or  thi^  acknowledgment,  is  destitete  dT  proof ; 
and  it  is  the  fair  conclusion  from  this  passage  of  Epi- 
phanius* that  the  Nazarenes  were  orthodox  in  their 
opinions  concerning  Christ  This  I  showed  at  large 
in  my  Charge.^  Too  now  attempt  to  elude  ny  ar- 
gument, by  setting  up  an  unfaur  and  sophisticated* 
translation  of  the  passage^  npon  which  my  reasoning 
was  founded.f 


*  Chtrge  I.  Kc.  10,  11. 

t  In  the  thM  of  his  Seeoed  Letlen  to  mc,  Hr  Pritillej  Iim  ivradueed  m  pa». 
Mi|e  from  aMCher  {Mit  of  EpiphaDiaift  woi k|  hit  ohftpicr  •puaal  the  Aiiaua^ 
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M.  Were  the  identity  of  the  Nazarenes  and  Ebion* 
lies  clearly  established^  still  you  could  torn  it  to  no  ad* 
Tantflge,  without  making  good  your  other  assertion^ 
that  the  Nazarenes  were  originally  the  very  same  with 
the  Hebrew  Ghristums^  or  the  members  of  the  primitive 
church  of  Jerusalem.  But  of  this  I  cannot  find  that 
you  have  brought  a  shadow  of  proofs  except  what  yoa 
pretend  to  derive  from  the  testimony  of  Origen ;  which 
I  aball  consider  in  my  next  letter.  Ton  talk  indeed  of 
Che  antiquity  of  the  Nazarenes — ^you  bid  me  observe^ 
^  that  they  were  prior  to  Ebion/^*  of  whom  you  8ay» 


vUili  darif  proves  duit  the  ISbiodtei  ftud  the  Nanrenei^  hi  Ae  jodgmeBt  of 
Aet  writer^  were  diflkrent  seeU;  in  at  noch  as  both  are  sefarately  mentioiieiL 
Or  Prieatlej  perhaps  may  say,  that  whatever  distinetioa  this  passage  may  proret 
between  the  Nazarenes  and  the  Ebkmites,  apod  the  whole  of  their  doetrine ;  it 
dearly  proves  that  they  held  one  opinion  eaooeming  Christ*  irhish  b  sofieieiit 
fixr  his  porpoae.  It  mutt  be  aoknowledged,  that,  m  this  passage,  the  Nazarenee 
are  mentioned  together  with  the  BbioniteSi  as  seets  in  error  in  their  opinions 
aboat  Christ,  and  eonfated  by  the  beginning  of  St  John's  Gospels  still  I  mamtain, 
that,  in  that  part  of  his  work,  where  he  professedly  treats  of  the  heresy  of  the 
Kazarenes,  Epiphanios  expresses  a  doobt  of  their  heterodoxy  upon  the  article  of 
ear  Lord^a  divinity.  In  saeh  terms,  as  oogfat  to  leave  no  doabt  open  the  mind  of 
bis  reader,  of  their  orthodoxy  in  tliat  partieufair.  And  what  he  says  of  them, 
when  they  are  only  incidentally  mentioned,  ought  to  have  moeh  less  weight  than 
what  he  says,  or  shows  himself  averse  to  say,  in  that  part  of  his  woik«  where  the 
errors  of  that  seet  are  the  immediate  subject 

Dr  Priestley,  allowing  Epiphanias  to  have  been  *'in  some  things  weak  enongh," 
exoHs  however,  in  the  testimony  which,  in  his  chapter  against  the  Ariansy  he 
bean  against  the  Nazarenes  as  a  sect,  which,  together  with  the  Ebionites,  **  held 
the  doctrine  of  the  simple  humanity  of  Christ."  And  he  says,  that  in  this  Epipha- 
alas  '*  stands  anoontradlcted  by  any  authority  whatever."  Dr  Priestley  is  mis- 
tsken ;  rashly  venttnring  to  aasert,  that  where  no  aathority  is  known  to  him,  none 
is  extant.  Epiphaoios  is  in  thu  contradicted,  not  only  by  himself,  as  I  have  already 
shown,  bat  by  a  writer  of  far  superior  credit;  by  Joannes  Dimaseenas,  who,  io 
his  book  He  HttrtmJbnu^  says  expressly,  that  the  NasareAes  confessed  Jesus  to 
be  the  Son  of  God.  Damascenos  wooM  not  have  said  of  Dr  Priestley,  or  of  any 
one  maintainmg  the  nmple  hamamty  of  Christ,  that  he  confesses  Jesus  to  be 
thr  Son  of  God. 

'  liettertto  Dr  Uordey;  p.  IS, 
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that  ^*  he  was  liimself  cotemporarj  with  the  apostle 
John;^'t  and  you  tell  me^  that  in  allowing  that  the 
**  Jewish  Ghiistians  were  distinguished  by  the  name  of 
Nazarenes  from  the  time  that  they  were  settled 

in  the  country  beyond  the  sea  of  Cbdilee^  I  carry  the 
•pinions  of  the  JB^bionites,  as  universally  held  by  the 
Jewbh  Christians^  to  the  very  age  of  the  aposaes."! 
When  yon  do  me  the  honour  to  argue  from  my  con« 
cessions^  I  wish^  Sir^  you  would  report  them  with  more 
fidelity  and  exactness.  I  have  allowed  no  such  anti- 
quity to  the  Nazarenes,  as  you  would  claim  for  them 
upon  the  ground  of  my  concessions.  I  said  not^  that 
the  Jewish  Christians  were  distinguished  by  the  name 
of  NasareBes,  from  the  time  when  the  first  settlements 
were  made  beyond  the  sea  of  Galilee.  I  said,  that  the 
sect  of  the  Nazarenes  first  arose,  when  those  of  the 
Jewish  Christians,  who  potinaciously  retained  thehr 
Judaism,  made  their  final  settlement  in  those  parts,  in 
consequence  of  Adrian*s  severe  edicts^  by  winch  the 
Jews  were  banished  from  the  ancient  site  of  Jerusalem 
and  the  adjacent  region.  Thus^  I  carried  not  the  opin- 
ions of  the  Ebionites  up  to  the  apostolick  age :  but  I 
fixed  the  rise  of  a  prior  sect,  to  an  epoch  little  earlier 
than  the  middle  of  the  second  century.  I  maintain* 
ed,  that  the  Nazarenes,  at  that  time,  separated  from 
the  main  body  of  the  Jewish  Christians,  and  appeared 
as  a  distinct  sect.  It  is  not  allowed  by  me^  that  from 
that  time,  or  in  any  age  of  the  church,  <<  the  whole 
body  of  the  Jewish  Christians  were  distinguished  by 
the  name  of  Nazarenes.'^    If  any  such  concession  may 


*  Lettett  to  Dr  Honiej^  p.  It.  f  Ibidy  p.  SI 
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teem  to  be  implied  in  the  expressions,  in  which  I  speak 
of  the  Nazarenes  in  my  Gha]^,  (L  sec.  IS. )  I  disa« 
Tovr  it  Appealing  against  yoor  assertions,  to  Uie  sense 
of  the  learned  and  reverend  assembly,  which  I  had  the 
boDOor  to  address ;  I  rather  songbt  expressions,  which 
might  convey  the  general  part  of  an  opinion  common  to 
ns  all,  than  such  as  might  more  precisely  mark  the  par- 
ticolais  of  my  own.  That  the  name  of  Nazarene  was 
descriptive  of  a  heresy^  I  was  confident  none  in  that  as- 
sembly doabted.  I  was  not  equally  confident  but  thai 
j^ome  might  donbt^  whether  that  heresy,  from  the  time 
the  name  was  used,  embraced  not  the  main  body  of  the 
Jewish  Ghfistians.  Whatever  doubts  might  subsist 
about  the  extent,  1  was  confident  there  could  be  but 
one  opinion,  in  that  assembly,  about  the  chronology  of 
the  name.  But  Ebion,  you  say,  was  contemporaiy  with 
St  John.  To  that  circumstance,  when  it  is  proved,  I 
shall  be  disposed  to  give  great  attention.  I  believe  the 
opinion  hath  no  foundation,  but  in  the  foolish  story  told 
by  £piphanius,  of  St  John  and  Ebion  in  the  batb.  The 
same  is  told  by  other  writers,  of  St  John  and  Gerinibus ; 
and  it  bath  altpgether  the  air  (^  fiction.  But,  suppose  I 
were  to  allow  the  highest  antiquity  to  these  Nazarenes ; 
suppose  that,  with  you,  I  were  to  place  them  in  the 
apostolick  age ;  would  this  oblige  me  to  allow,  that  they 
w^e  the  true  members  of  the  primitive  church  ?  Had 
not  the  apostolick  age  its  schisms  and  its  heresies? 
The  Simonians,  the  Nicolaitans,  the  Gerinthians ;  were 
not  all  these  contemporary  with  the  apostles  ?  Were 
they  therefore  sound  members  of  the  church  of  Jerusa- 
lem? Be  pleased,  Sir,  to  consider  this  question. 

T  am,  &c. 
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1.  BasebioBy  in  hit  JKccfeMiwtuxil  Tfieologyj  flpeak« 
as  if  be  tboogbt  the  name  EbumUes  had  b^n  imposed 
by  the  apostles  themselves,  upon  those  who  disowned 
our  Lord's  divinity ;  which  necessarily  implies^  that,  ib 
his  opinion,  the  sect  and  the  name  were  of  tiie  apostolick 
age.  *^  Oar  Saviour's  own  trst  heralds/'  says  Ensebins^ 
named  those  Ebionites  'who  acknowledged 

not  the  Godhead  of  the  Son.''*  Oar  Saviour's  own  first 
heralds,  mast  be  the  preachers,  it  should  seem,  of  his 
own  appointment ;  namely,  the  apostles :  and  that  they 
are  the  persons  intended,  is  the  more  probable,  for  the 
distinction  which  seems  to  be  made  between  these  jErst 
heraids  and  Ecclesiaaticttl  fidhersy  who  are  afterwards 
mentioned.  Strenaoasly  as  you  assert  the  antiquity  of 
the  Bbionites,  you  have  no  where,  that  I  remember,  al- 
leged this  testimony.  Tou  were  aware  perhaps,  that 
were  it  good  for  the  antiquity  of  the  sect,  it  would  be 
equally  good  for  the  reason  and  origin  of  the  name :  for 
my  own  part,  I  am  not  inclined  to  avail  myself  of  it ;  I 
consider  it  as  a  hasty  assertion  ^  a  writer,  over  zealons 
to  overwhelm  his  adversary  by  authorities :  I  mention 
it  only,  to  protest  against  any  use,  which  you  may  here« 
after  be  disposed  to  make  of  it,  in  a  dearth  of  pro<^  of 
Ebion's  antiquity.  Should  you  urge  me  with  any  part 
of  this  testimony,  1  shall  have  a  right  to  insist,  that 


*rnt  iktnua  wtnauOjo^ts  Tm  m*  fm  fliov  hgymjdbc   iii^WcU»  tuu^  tv  nihi^9C  *n  wmfM  ftt 
K^/cnwr,  im  Si  *n  v»  dicf7»7«  /un  tMttf.    E«e.  Thieoi.  fib.  i.  c  14. 
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you  accept  the  whole— Should  you  produce  it  in  proof^ 
that  an  Unitarian  sect  existed  in  the  apostolick  age ; 
you  will  be  obliged  to  allour^  that  it  is  equally  a  proofs 
that  the  Unitarian  doctrine  was  expressly  condemned 
by  the  apostles.  It  will  be  no  concern  of  mine^  to 
disprove  the  antiquity  of  Ebion^  however  I  may  dis<. 
believe  it,  so  long  as  the  very  ground  of  his  claim  seals 
his  condemnation— so  long  as  his  pretentions  to  an 
early  existence^  rest  on  a  presumption^  that  he  had  the 
honour  to  be  the  object  of  apostolical  censure. 

S.  Upon  the  story  of  St  John  and  the  H»resiarch^ 
m  the  publick  baths  at  ^pbesus,  I  passed  judgment 
hastily^  when  I  spake  of  it  as  a  foolish  story,  carry- 
ing attogether  the  air  of  fiction.  I  ought  to  have  re- 
collected^ that  Iren»us*  vouches  strongly  for  so  much 
of  it  as  he  relates.  He  even  cites  the  testimony  of 
Polycaip^  in  terms  which  may  be  understood  to  imply^ 
that  he  was  himself  one  of  many,  still  linng  when  he 
wrotCy  who  hfid  heard  the  story  from  the  mouth  of 
Polycarp.  The  testimony  of  IreuiEus  is  hardly  to  be 
disbelieved;  the  testimony  of  Polycarp  is  irresistible^ 
Bot  the  story^  which  Iren»us  relates  after  Polycarp^ 
he  relates  of  St  John  and  Cerinthus.  It  makes  nor 
thing  therefore  for  the  antiquity  of  Ebion.  As  re- 
lated  of  him^  with  the  addition  of  many  improbable 
circumstances  not  mentioned  by  IreuiEOS^  it  may  he 
deemed  a  fiction.f 


*  L3».  ui.  3. 

i  Or  Prieatlej,  in  the  tliird  of  hit  Setond  Lcttert  to  me»  to  ^mborate  th« 
testimony  of  Epiphantes,  alleges  Uiai  of  Jerome ;  who  he  says,  <<  mcotioiit  <he 
CbioQiica,  not  only  ai  a  •ect,  bot  a  floarbhmg  seat,  in  the  time  of  St  Joho."  But 
/ennemakciiioiiichmeiitioooftbeEbionitat.   He  aaya,  t6«t  St  iobo  vrote  bit 

SO 
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iTiJTTER  SEVENTH. 

CantinuaJtion  of  JBejpfy  to  Br  Priestle^s  Second — Qf 
ihe  argument  from  Origen. — That  it  rests  on  two 
passages  in  liie  books  against  Celsus,  The  first 
misinterpreted  bjf  Br  Prissthg  in  a  very  important 
point — J^To  argument  to  he  drawn  from  the  two 
passages  in  connexion. — Origen  convicted  of  two 
.false  assertions  in  the  fir$t  passage. — The  opinions 
qf  the  first  age^  not  to  be  condsded  from  tiie  qpin- 
ions  of  Origen. 

DEAR  SlJR^ 

IN  failure  of  all  tither  proof  of  your  rapposed  identity 
of  the  Ebionites  aud  Nazarenes^  you  still  appeal  to  the 
testimony  of  Origen.  You  have  however,  given  a  new 
turn  to  this  part  t)f  your  argument.  Tour  appeal  was 
ori^nally^  to  a  pretended  acknowledgment  of  Origen^s, 
that  the  Nazarenes  and  the  Ebionites  were  the  same 
people.  But  being  made  sensible^f  how  difficult  it  must 
be  to  tlnd  an  ucknowledgment  of  this  identity,  in  a 


Gotpel  in  opiMMition  to  CerioUiim  umI  other  heretwki^  and  principallj  the  doe- 
trine  of  the  Bbkmitei  (not  then  flourithing,  but)  tunc  eomw^em,  then  nmkins 
its^nt  appearanee.    Thit  I  readily  allow ;  for  what  was  afterwarda  the  doetrine 
^  the  Ebkmitet,  was  first  propagated  by  the  Cerinthian  Gnottieks. 
*  IIiatofComip.Tol.i.  p.7. 
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writer  wha  n wer  once  Barnes  the  Nazaireiiefr ;:  yeu  aban- 
don that  project^  and  in  the  passages  which  were  at  first 
Cited  to  establish  this  supposed  identity^  you  havo  at 
kst  the  good  fovtune  to  discover  an*  immediate  proof  olf 
yoor  main  proposition)  that  the  primitive  faith  of  the 
Hebrew  chaich  was  Unitanao*  Your  method  b,  to 
trace  from  Origett  the  faith  of  the  Jewish  Christians  in 
hk  ag^  nad  from  their  faitfa^  to>  infer  that  of  their  an*- 
testors. 

S.  The  strength  of  this  argumefnt,  lies  in  two  passa^ 
ges  in  the  books  against  Gelsus ;  which  are  very  distant 
irom  each  other :  for  the  one  is  in  the  second^  the  other 
in  the  lllfli  book ;-  and  yet  they  must  be  taken  in  con* 
Bexk»9  to'^ve  any  colour  to  your  reasonings  Ton  set 
it  off  indeed  to  greai  advantage^  when>  appealing  to  the 
fimt  of  these  passiiges^  yoa  say^  that  it  appears,  and  that 
1  deny  not  UuU  it  aj^iears,  <^  that  the  unbelieving  Jews 
called  aA  thos^  of  their  race,  who  were  Christians,  by 
the  name  of  Ebtonites,  in  the  time  of  Origan  f^  and  thi^ 
^  Origen's  own  words  are  too  express,  to  admit  any 
doobt  of  this«''4»  Truly,  8i^  I  was  not  likely  to  deny 
a  groundless  assertiim^  before  it  was  made  by  my  anta> 
gonist;  and  yon*  now  make  it  for  the  first*  time ;  at  least 
I  remember  nothing  like  it  in  your  former  publicatiooflk 
I  bdieve  I  was  myself  the  first  to  bring  forward  thi^ 
passage  from  the-  second  book  egainst  Celsus.  In  your 
history,  you  have  appealed  to  Origen's  acknowledg- 
ment, of  the  identity  of  the  Ebionites  and  Nazarenes,^ 
without  any  reference  to  particular  passages.    I  produ^ 


**i 
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mA  this  pamiget  as  of  all  that  I  coqU  iwotted,  the 
most  for  yoor  parpose.*  I  prodaoed  it  in  ordw  to 
•bow,  that  when  it  is  rightly  understood,  it  b  nothing 
to  your  purpose:  for,  although  the  Christians  of  the 
ciicnnicision,  in  general,  are  in  this  passage  called 
Bbionites,  it  is  according  to  a  peculiar  definition  of  the 
word,  which  includes  not  what  by  other  writers^  always, 
and  by  Origen  himself  in  other  places,  is  included  in 
the  notion  of  the  EbionjEan  doctrine ;  namely^  a  denial 
of  our  Loid's  divinity.  The  Nasarenes  theicfixre,  might 
be  £bionites,  in  the  sense  which  is  hero  f^nm  to  that 
word,  althou^  they  doubted  not  our  Lord's  dbini^, 
.and  were  quite  another  set  rf  people  than  flie  proper 
jBbionites.  I  acknowlsdge  theiiefore,  that  in  this  pas- 
ssge,  ^<  Origen  says  of  the  Jewish  Ghristiaas  of  his 
own  time,  that  they  were  Sbionites/^t  These  were  my 
veiy  words.  But  I  said  not,  that  they  were  the  nnbe* 
lieving  Jews,  who  imposed  tins  name  npon  the  convert- 
ed :  and  now  that  you  liave  been  pleased  to  say  it  for 
me,  I  deny  it ;  and  I  maintain,  that  Origen's  wcnrds  are 
too  express  to  admit  a  doubt^  that  you  have  oustakai 
his  meaning*    The  entire  passage  of  Origen^  is  to  tiik 

eflTect        <^  they  of  tlm  Jews  who  believe  in  Ofarist^ 

have  not  abandoned  the  law  of  their  ancestors ;  finr  they 
live  accordiog  to  it;  bearing  a  name,  whidi  corres- 
ponds  with  the  poor  expectations  which  ttie  law  imlds 


^u^ 


*  Charge  I.  sec.  15. 
t  Ibid. 
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out.*  For  a  beggar  k  called  among  the  Jews,  (that 
ig,  in  the  Hebrew  langaage,)  Ebion-^  And  they  of  the 
Jews  who  have  received  Jesus  as  the  Christy  go  by  the 
Bane  of  EbkHtaBans/'  The  converted  Jews  went,  it  is 
said,  by  this  name ;  bnt  wh^re  have  yon  jfonnd  that 
tiie  mbelieving  Jews  imposed  it?  Not  in  Origen,  Sir ; 
but  in  the  Latin  translation  of  Geleniiis.  Attend  to  the 
reasons  assigned  by  Origen  for  the  name,  and  yeo  caa^ 
not  but  perceive,  that  it  coold  never  be  imposed  by 
Jewa~it  was  given  in  contempt :  the  objects  of  tho 
contempt  were  observers  of  the  Mosaick  law;  and  the 
cause  cf  the  contempt  was,  the  mean  q>inion  which  was 
entertained,  by  those  who  gave  the  name,  of  expecta* 
lioBs  bnilt  on  legal  righteousness.  Goold  these^  Sir^  be 
tibe  sentiments  of  unconverted  Jews  ? 

8.  It  would  have  been  a  circumstance  of  much  adi- 
vantage  to  your  argument,  which  I  doubt  not  you  weU 
understand,  that  the  unconverted  Jews  should  have  been 
the  coiners  of  the  name :  because  it  would  have  follow- 
ed,  that  the  name  was  originally  common  to  the  whole 
body  of  the  Hebrew  Christians.  Tlien  since  Origen, 
in  the  otiher  passage  in  (he  fifth  bodk,  makes,  as  you 
observe^  only  two  sorts  of  Ebionites,  the  one  believing^ 
the  other  denying  the  miraculous  conception^  the  d^ 
doction  might  have  seemed  not  unfair,  that  Origen 
knew  of  no  Hebrew  Christians  that  were  not  Uni* 
tarians. 

4.  Ton  will  say,  perhaps,  that  since  we  have  Ori- 
gin's testimony  for  the  universality  of  the  name,  the  ar- 
gament  from  the  two  passages,  taken  in  connexion^  may 


*  UtcnUy,  Mij*  nmtd  ^ftcr  thepmrf^  ^fthi  Una  in  expectafint. 
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still  proeeed.  If  1  could  admit  tiie  ui^Tersali^ ofths 
same  upon  Origeo's  testimony^  I  should  insist,  that  bi9 
description  of  the  twofold  Ebionites^  in  the  fifth  book^ie 
not  exactly  what  you  take  it  to  be«  I  should  remark^ 
that  the  words^  i/i^m  if^^  ^^  in  like  manner  as  we  do/' 
make  an  important  branch  of  the  chaiacter  of  the  milder 

sort—-*- '<  these/'  says  he»  ^  sm  the  double  Ebion* 

4tes ;  who  either  confess  Jesus  bom  of  a  vi^o,  in  Uk9 
Winner  as  we  do,  or  think  he  was  not  bom  in  that  man- 
ner, but  like  other  men.''*  I  should  maintain,  that  the 
wwds  ^Mn  like  manner  as  we  do,"  are  equivalent  to  the 
words  ^  as  the  troth  is,"  in  Epiphanius'a  descriptioii 
^  that  belief  in  the  miraculoHS  conception^  which  he 
says  the  Nazarenes,  for  an^t  ho  knew  to  the  contraty^ 
Bodght  hold ;  and  I  should  contend,  that  Origen  affirms^ 
iot  with  less  equivocation^  of  these  better  Ebiouitesy 
what  Bpiphanins  reluctantly  eonfesses  of  the  Naza- 
renes, that  they  held  the  Oatholick  doctrine  concerning 
ihe  nature  of  our  Lord,  And  in  this  manner,  the  worda 
of  Origen  seem  to  have  been  understood^  both  by  Grop* 
this  and  Yossius ;  whm  they  allow,  that  the  Nazarenes^ 
though  orthodox  in  this  part  of  theur  fiuth,  are  included^ 
in  this  passage  of  Origen's  fifth  book,  in  the  i^pellatioB 
of  Sbionites. .  I  should  contend,  that  if  the  former  pas- 
sage, proves  the  name  general  ibr  the  whole  body  of 
the  Hebrew  Christians,  the  latter  equally  proves,  that 
the  notion  of  an  Unitarian  was  not  necessarily -included 


m  Tiv  hmitt  audjpamr  m  *rwn  ffs  i^ftMyui  ttn  mn  *ns  vuu^Mrm*    Contrt  Cete. 

p.  8rs» 


in  it.  The  connexion  therefore  of  these  fwo  passages^ 
makes  little  for  yoor  purpose ;  since  the  second  serves 
bat  to  overthrow  the  ai^ument^  which  might  be  bnilt 
upon  the  first  It  justifies  what  I  advanced  in  my 
Charge^  upon  a  presumption  that  the  first,  singly,  would 
be  made  the  foundation  of  the  ailment  from  Origen ; 
tiiat  the  word  Ebiomte,  in  Origen's  time,  or  at  least  in 
bis  use  of  it,  had  outgrown  its  original  meaning. 

6.  In  this  manner,  I  should  combat  your  argument 
from  these  two  passages ;  were  it  not  Uiat  1  think  too 
lightly  rf  Uie  testimony  of  Origen,  in  what  relates  to  the 
Hebrew  Christians,  to  be  solicitous  to  turn  it  to  my  own 
advantage.    Let  his  words  be  taken  as  you  understand 
them ;  and  so  far  as  the  faith  of  the  Hebrew  Christians 
of  his  own  time  is  in  question,  let  him  appear  as  an  evi- 
dence on  your  side— 1  shall  take,  what  you  may  think 
a  bold  step ;  I  shall  tax  the  veracity  of  your  witness — 
of  this  Origen  :  I  shall  tell  you,  that  whatever  may  be 
the  general  credit  of  his  character,  yet  in  this  business, 
the  particulars  of  his  deposition  are  to  be  little  regard- 
ed, when  he  sets  out  with  the  allegation  of  a  notorious 
falsehood.    He  alleges  of  the  Hebrew  Christians  in 
general,  that  they  had  not  renounced  the  Mosaick  law. 
The  assertion  served  him  for  an  answer,  to  the  invec- 
tive which  Celsos  had  put  in  the  mouth  of  a  Jew, 
against  the  converted  Jews,  as  deserters  of  the  laws  and 
customs  dT  their  ancestors.    The  answer  was  not  the 
worse  for  wanting  truth,  if  his  heathen  antagonist  was 
not  sofBciently  informed,  in  the  true  distinctions  of 
Christian  sects,  to  detect  the  falsehood — ^But  in  all  the 
time  which  he  spent  in  Palestine,  had  Origen  never  con- 
versed  with  Hebrew  Christians  (rf* another  sort?  Had  he 
met  with  no  Christians  of  Hebrew  families,  of  the  church 
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of  Jerosalem  ?  Was  the  Mosakk  law  observed,  was 
it  tol^ratedy  ia  Origen^s  days^  in  the  church  of  Jemsa* 
lem^  when  that  chnich  was  under  the  govemaient  of 
bishops  of  the  uncircumcision  ?  The  fact  is^  that  after 
the  demolition  ei  Jerusalem  by  Adrian^  the  majority  of 
the  Hebrew  Christians,  who  must  have  passed  for  Jews 
with  the  Roman  magistrates^  had  they  continued  to 
adhere  to  the  Mosaick  law^  which  to  this  time  they  had 
observed  more  from  habit  than  from  any  principle  of 
conscience,  made  no  scruple  to  renounce  it,  that  they 
might  be  qualiied  to  partake  in  the  valuable  privileges 
of  the  MWan  colony,  from  which  Jews  "wett  excluded. 
Having  thus  divested  tliemselves  of  tlie  form  of  Judaismji 
which  to  that  time  they  had  bonii  they  removed  from 
Fella  and  other  towns  to  which  they  had  retired,  and 
tettled  in  great  numbors  at  JSlia.  The  few,  who  re- 
tained  a  sup^stitioua  veneration  for  their  law,  remained 
in  the  n  wth  of  Galilee,  where  they  were  joined  perhaps 
by  new  fugitives  of  the  same  weak  character,  from  Pa* 
lestine.  And  this  was  the  be^ning  of  the  sect  of  the 
Nazarenes.  But  from  this  time,  whatever  Origen  may 
pretend,  to  serve  a  purpose,  the  majority  of  the  Hebrew 
Christians  forsook  their  law,  and  lived  in  communion 
with  the  Gentile  bishc^s,  of  the  new  modelled  church 
of  Jerusalem ;  for  the  name  was  retained,  though  Jeru- 
salem was  no  more,  and  the  seat  rf  the  bishop  was  at 
iElia.*    All  this  I  affirm  with  the  less  hesitation,  being 


*  See  0r  Prleitley's  objeetioDS  to  tbh  reprewntation  of  fiMtt,  in  the  foartb  of 
iiii  leeond  Lettect  to  me»  tod  mj  Defene^  m  wf  Remarki  qq  bit  ae«oii4  Letters^ 
p.  a  e.  ii. 
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ffappof  ted  by  the  nathori^  of  Moshttm  ;*  firMi  wkom 
indeed  I  ilfst  leamt  to  rate  tbe  te^imody  of  OrigM^ 
in  ihlB  partiCuUr  qoestiony  ait  its  trob  ▼alae«t 

6.  It  18  in  deftaooe  therefore  of  the  iact>  and  I  fear  of 
Ins  tiwn  knowledge  of  the  fhct^  ftat  Origen  aiflbnui  cf  A* 
Hebrew  Christians  in  general^  that  they  lived  in  thd 
Observnnce  of  the  Hosaick  law :  and  it  must  be  equally 
fai  defiance  of  the  Hx^  that  he  aflrms,  that  they  werA 
all  in  general  called  Ebionites :  for  he  pretends  not  that 
flua  ntfine  generatty  belonged  to  Ihem^  o&erwise  than 
as  Jadaizers.  His  expressions  in  the  passage  in  the 
iRh  book,  seem  to  imply  a  retractation  of  both  these 
ftBsertioiis ;  fbr  there^  he  speaks  only  of  mmiey  wfao^  witlk 
the  prefestion  of  Christianity,  retained  the  practice  oit 
Jnda&stt.  These  srats,  he  says,  were  the  Ebionites ; 
ftnd^  what  is  uore^  he  describes  these  Ebionites,  not 
indeed  ns  nniversally  Unitarians,  but  as  despicabl6 
WrMdied  hereticks,  whose  extravagancies  conld  bring 
ho  disgrace  npon  the  Christian  chntch,  of  which  they 
were  oo  part  Were  Ae  Hebrew  Chrisliiuifi,  living  in 
cotnflllniiotl  with  the  bishop  of  Jemsalekn,  in  the  days  o^ 
Origen,  no  part  of  the  true  church  of  Christ?  If  fliey 
wete  a  ptot  of  it,  in  Origen's  own  judgment  they  wen^ 
w  Bbtonites.  ^^  I  l^oold  not  believe  this  witness  upoft 
his  oath,''  says  Mosbdm,  <<  vending,  as  he  manifestly 
does,  such  flimsy  Ues."t 


*  De  relnt  ChriitittMMiiBi  anle  CooiduillMim.    Seo.  &.  aet.  St.  Note.* 
t  See  htt  DiMertfttkm  iiboat  Ebioo,  whieh  It  the  tenth  in  order  in  tbe  Snt  to* 
of  ft  GoOeefioo,  eniiticd,  Di»»eNathn€9  ad  Bktmitim  JScekmaUicamfer* 


i  Efo  hnie  tetlif  edamii  jorato,  qal  tarn  madfeito  fbmoe  ftftdU,  mft  roq 
aw  f^"4Ti»r   Mtdkim  de  Ebi&ne,  <rc.  a.    See  the  TetM]^  gf 


7«  I  may  now^  Sir,  withoat  damage  to  my  came^ 
fireely  make  you  a  present  of  the  whole  testimoiiy  61 
Origen^  not  only  as  it  is  given  by  him^  but  as  it  is  inter- 
preted by  yoa«  As  it  is  given  by  him,  it  states^  that  tho 
Hebrew  Ohristiaiis  in  his  time^  were  generally  Jndaisers: 
as  interpreted  by  yon,  it  states^  that  in  his  time^  they 
were  generally  Unitarian.  Bat  if  this  testimony  were 
more  nnexceptifmable  than  it  is^  and  this  sense  of  the 
testimony  less  doubtfol,  what  evidence  would  it  aflford^ 
that  the  first  Hebrew  Ohristians  were  Unitarians  in  the 
iona  of  the  apostles  ? 

8.  Ton  pretend  not,  that  this  would  follow  by  neces- 
aaty  coaseqaence ;  bat  yoa  say,  *^if  the  Jewish  Chris- 
tians were  aniversally  Ebionites  in  the  tune  of  Origo>> 
the  probability  is,  that  they  were  very  generally  so^  in 
tiie  time  of  the  apostles.'^*  Whence  should  this  pro- 
bability arise  ?  From  this  general  maxim,  it  seems :  that 
^  whole  bodies  of  meui  do  not  soon  change  Uieir  opin- 
ion.''t  Ton  are  indeed.  Sir,  the  very  last  person,  who 
might  have  been  expected  to  form  conclusions  upon  an 
historical  question,  from  mere  theory,  in  defiance  of  the 
experience  of  mankind — ^in  defiance  of  the  experience  of 
our  own  countiy  and  our  own  times.  How  long  is  i^ 
since  the  whole  body  of  dissenters  in  thb  kingdom,  (the 
single  sect  of  the  Quakers  excited,)  took  their  stand* 
ard  of  orthodoxy  from  the  opinions  of  Galvin  P  Where 
shiUl  we  now  find  a  dissenter,  except  perhaps  among 


Origen  defended  bj  Dr  Pricftleji  and  further  fanpugDed  by  me,  in  the  fourth  ttf 
Dr  Fntmkifu  Koond  Letters  to  mc,  and  ia  mj  Beinarfci  on  the  acoond  LettarSp 
p.  f.  0.  i. 
*  LeUera  to  Dr  Harileji  p.  SI. 
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the  dregs  of  Methodbm,  wlio  wonld  nol  think  it  an  aC- 
front  to  be  taken  for  a  Cal vinist  ?* 

9.  1  now^  Sir,  take  my  leave  of  your  argument  from 
the  Nazarenes.  I  trust  I  have  shown,  that,  although  it 
is  the  chief  strength  of  your  cause,  it  was  well  entitled, 
to  a  place  among  my  specimens  of  kisufficient  proof,  of 
wluch  it  was  the  fourth  in  order.  Before  I  proceed  to 
examine  other  parts  of  the  evidence,  by  which  you  tiunk 
to  establish  the  high  antiquity  of  the  Unitarian  doctrine  $ 
^ve  me  leave  to  remind  you,  that,  although  you  have 
overlooked  it,  a  very  positive  proof  is  at  this  day  extant 
in  the  world ;  that  the  divinity  of  Glnrist  was  the  belief 
of  the  very  iirst  Christians.  This  shall  be  fiie  sulyect 
of  my  next  letter. 

I  am,  ftoi. 


postscript: 

A  learned  correspondent  of  mine,  an  eminent  divine  of 
flie  church  of  Scotland,  a  Calvinist,t  and  by  consequence, 
a  serious  and  devout  believer  in  the  Gatholick  doctrine 
of  the  Trinity ;  hath  remarked  to  me,  that  your  assertion, 
that  the  Nazarenes  were  the  first  Hebrew  Christians, 
might  have  had  some  colour  given  to  it,  from  the  history 
of  the  accusation  of  St  Paul  before  Felix,  in  the  Acts  of 
the  Apostles.  St  Paul  was  charged  upon  that  occasion, 
by  Turtullus  the  orator,  as  he  is  called,  as  a  ringleader 


*  Of  the  nafnben  of  the  Cdfinirti  ftraong  the  dinftnten  of  the  present  daj» 
iec  the  ioQfth  ef  Or  Prieedcy'B  teeond  Letter%  and  my  Remwki,  p.  8.  q.  i«. 

t  The  penoB  neaatf  wm  mj  m«t«m;tl  uncle,  the  Ker.  Robert  Hunultoo^  0.0. 
ttur  yews  pro(ctK«  of  difhutj  IB  the  coUege  of  fidinbttrgh. 


^<  ^<fo  «0ef  ({f  lik  yCwQite^M  .^  wbeoce  it  might  bave 

beea  aigaed^  fhat  tbui  was  (be  namey  wbich  ChristiaDs 

in  gmenl  at  tbai  tiBMi  bore.    This  aq;iiBient|  I  thinky 

IP  fltf  more  apecioiuiy  than  any  yoa  bave  prodooed  fiir 

joorself ;  but  il  le  only  an  uratance,  by  wbich  it  may  be 

feen  how  easy  it  is^  to  frame  argaments,  in  that  obUqne 

kind  in  which  you  so  moch  delighl^  which  may  gjive  a 

|!tlse  oolooraig  to  things,  and  impose  npon  the  igooraiii 

«r  heedless.    It  is  for  this  porpos^  1  beli^Ke^  that  it  ia 

yrodnced  by  my  leimed  ^  much  honoe9edcoRespoQ« 

dent ;  not  as  a  proof  which|  had  it  been  set  np  by  yooy 

wonld  have  convinced^  or  even  staggsred,  eithet  Um  or 

9M> ;  it  <mly  proves*  that  in  the  in&ocy  of  Chiistianityt 

Cliristiansy  among  the  unbelieving  Jews^  who  consider* 

ed  them  as  an  heretical  sect  ki  their  own  religion,  went 

by  the  name  of  Nasarenes^  as  followers  of  the  Naza* 

tene;  for  that  was  the  appellaticm  whicti|  incontempt, 

they  gave  oar  Lord  himself,  from  the  obscure  ^lage  to 

which  his  family  belonged.    Bnt  while  the  GhristianB 

were  called  Naasarenes  by  the  unbelieving  Jews,  Ihey 

were  called  among  themselves  Th0  BroArMp  l%sy  iff 

ibe  Faiths  and  2%s  Faiihf  aU  at  leng^  when  they 

became  more  numerous,  and  received  a  lai^  sccesaion 

of  converts  from  the  Gentiles^  ChristianB  became  the 

general  name ;  and  the  Hebrew  Christians^  who  still 

perhi^  bore  the  name  of  Nazarenes  among  the  Jews^ 

were  distmgnisbed  among  Christians  by  the  names  of 

The  HBbrews^  and  Theg  qf  ike  CircumdMn.    1  sliQ 

therefore  abide  by  my  assertion,  that  the  name  of  Naza- 

rene  was  never  heard  of  in  the  churchy  that  is,  among 

Christians  themselves^  as  descriptive  of  a  sect,  (as  a 

general  name  for  the  whole  fraternity  of  believers,  it 

was  never  heard  of  in  the  church  at  ell;}  but  as  descrip* 
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five  of  a  fleet,  it  was  never  heard  of  before  die  final  de« 
stnidion  of  Jerusalem  by  Adrian ;  when  it  became  the 
flpedfick  name  of  the  Jodaizers,  who  at  that  time  seiMU 
rated  Jrom  the  church  of  Jerusalem^  and  settled  in  the 
north  of  Galilee.  The  name  was  taken  from  the  conn* 
tiy  in  which  they  settled ;  but  it  seems  to  have  been 
^ven  in  contempt,  and  not  without  allusion  to  the  earlier 
application  of  it,  by  the  Jews^  to  the  Christians  in  gene« 
ral :  the  intent  of  it  was^  to  signify  that  these  Judaizers^ 
who  were  for  imposing  the  yoke  of  the  Mosaick  law 
npon  the  brethren  of  the  uncircumcisioni  knew  so  little 
of  the  spirit  of  the  gospel,  that  they  were  only  to  be 
considered  as  a  sect  of  Jews ;  and  were  undeserving  of 
any  more  honourable  name^  than  that  by  which  the  un« 
beOeving  Jews,  of  the  apostolick  age^  had  been  accus- 
tomed to  express  their  contempt  for  the  then  new  and 
little  family  of  Christ;  that  they  could  not  be  more 
pieyerfy  dMcribed,  than  as  heretical  Jews^  living  in  the 
poorest  viQ^ge  of  the  poorest  piov!net» 
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LETTER  EIGHTH. 

•A  positive  proof  still  extant,  that  our  LorJPs  itptnity; 
teas  the  belief  of  tie  very  first  Chri$tia'M.—'The 
Epistle  of  St  Barnabas  not  the  work  of  an  apostkj 
tut  a  production  of  the  apostolick  age. — Cited  as  such 
by  Br  Priestley. — The  author  a  Christian  of  the  JETe- 
hrews. — A  believer  in  our  Lord^s  divinity. — Writes 
to  Christians  of  the  Hebrews  concurring  in  the  same 
belief 

BEAR  SIR. 

I  AM  to  produce  a  positiTe  prodT^  that  ilie  divinity 
of  our  Lord  was  tbe  belief  of  the  very  first  Chrigtians. 
Give  me  leave  then  to  ask  yonr  opinion  of  that  book^ 
which  hath  been  current  in  the  chnrdi  ftom  the  voy 
frst  ages,  under  the  title  of  Ths  EpisUe  of  St  Bamaias. 
It  is  quoted,  you  know,  by  Clemens  Alexandrinus,  not 
to  mention  later  writers,  as  the  composition  of  Baniabas 
the  apostle.  Take  no  alarm.  Sir — ^I  shall  not  claim  a 
place  for  it  in  the  canon — ^I  shall  not  contend,  that  any 
apostle  was  its  author~I  am  well  persuaded  of  the 
contraiy :  but  the  reasons  which  persuade  me,  are  such 
as  ought  to  have  no  weight  with  you,  if  you  will  be  true 
to  your  own  principles.  The  style  is  indeed  embanras- 
sed  and  undignified ;  the  reasoning  is  often  unnatural 
and  weak ;  texts  of  the  Old  Testament,  are  drawn  by 
violence  to  allegorical  senses,  which  are  inadmissible  ( 
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as  when  Mosee^  encoora^ng  the  Ignelites  to  take  pos- 
session of  the  promised  land^  is  supposed  to  exhort  the 
Jews  to  embrace  the  Ghiistian  religion;  and  in  the 
description  of  Canaan,  as  a  land  flowing  with  milk  and 
honey^  the  land  is  onr  Saviour's  body  %  tiie  milk  and 
honey^  are  the  doctrines  and  promises  of  the  gospel— 
the  attempt  to  find  evangelical  types  in  the  Jewish 
ritesy  is  injdiiciously  conducted ;  the  essential  part  of  a 
rite,  which  was  of  divine  appointment,  is  often  superfi- 
cially treated ;  and  the  supposed  sense  of  subordinate 
Geremonies,  and  those  very  often  of  human  institution 
and  <tf  no  significance^  is  pursued  with  a  trifling  exact* 
ness  :  thus,  in  the  exposition  of  the  red  heifer,  and  in 
that  of  the  scape  goat,  the  stress  is  principally  laid  upon 
dicomstances,  about  which  the  divine  law  is  silent 
But  what  may  least  of  all  be  reconciled  with  the  apos* 
tolick  spirit,  is  that  strange  cabalistick  process,  by 
which  the  name  of  Jesus,  and  the  cross,  are  drawn  front 
the  number  of  Abraham's  armed  domesticks  $  and  the 
gpeat  credit  which  the  author  ^ves  himself  for  such  dis- 
coveries. My  notion  of  ini^iration^  will  not  allow  me 
to  believe,  that  an  inspired  apostle  could  be  the  writer 
of  socb  a  book,  and  be  vain  of  having  written  it-^yoor 
principles,  leave  yon  at  liberty  to  be  less  scrupulous — 
yoo^  who  have  convicted  St  Paul  of  reasoning  topreca* 
rioos  conclusions,*  may  easily  admit,  that  St  Barnabas^ 
the  companion  of  St  Paul,  might  reason  from  false 
premises — ^yon,  who  think  that  one  apostle  <^  has  strain- 
ed his  imagination  very  mncb/^t  to  find  analogies  be- 


*  Hilt,  of  Corrup.  toL  it  p.  ZtQ. 
t  CM.  ToL  i  p.  Si. 
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iween  flieritea  c^  Jadaisiiiy  and  maiettiingia  OhHgtIait. 
It]^,  may  earily  rappose^  that  anMlier  apostle,  from  the 
Mme  motive^  a  desire  of  reooncillng  the  Jews  to  Gfiris* 
tiaQRy--*may  hare  strained  mnch  more,  to  make  the 
analogy  macd  more  complete.  I  can  therefore  see  no 
reason,  why  yon  shooM  not  teceive  what  is  called  the 
Bpistle  of  Si  Barnabas,  extravagant  and  nonsensfcal  as 
St  is  in  many  parts,  for  the  gennine  work  of  Barnabas 
the  apostle ;  bnt  this  is  mnch  more  than  I  desire,  and 
much  more  than  is  necessary  to  my  argument  ^  I  sup- 
pose,  however,  that  yon  will  allow,  what  all  allow,  that 
the  book  is  a  production  of  the  apostolick  age :  in  the 
fifth  section  of  yonr  history  of  the  doctrine  of  atonement, 
you  quote  it  among  the  writings  of  the  apostolick  &th. 
ers^-I  think  it  iair  to  remind  you  of  this  circnmstance^ 
lest  you  should  hastily  advance  a  contmty  opinion, 
when  yon  find  (he  testimony  of  this  writer  turned  against 
you. 

XL  Ton  allow  him  a  place,  then,  among  the  Others 
of  the  apostolick  age :  and  will  yon  not  allow,  that  he 
was  a  believer  in  our  Lord^s  divinity  ?  I  wHl  not  tak6 
upon  me.  Sir,  to  answer  this  question  for  you ;  but  I 
will  take  upon  me  to  say,  that  whoever  denies  it,  must 
deny  it  to  his  own  shame.  ^  The  Lord/'  says  Barnabas, 
<*  submitted  to  suffer  fw  our  soul,  although  he  be  the 
Lord  of  tub  wbole  earth,  nnto  whom  he  said,  the 


*  Modioa  nmt,  ^ott  In  ejas  gmkm,  M«'(Qi  pnto)  facile  reeawidft:  nt  Bimi- 
ftim,  ii  noQ  ipali  nltem  iDiiii  ejus  hoooi  habcatar  s  ■  Doa  apoatolom  ifnoaoimus ; 
emn  tamea  oea  patrem  revcreannir  $  at  demiuiii  ri  dod  in  canonem  iUain  reeipi* 
codQm  dneamoi^  Millea  la  daiiioia  icriptoribua,  pro  digpitale  qoam  dim  obtiDiut 
apud  cocleaa  aariptorca  aAtlqaiMuiiQi^  nnnieremat.   Frrfat*  EdiiwU  Oxtn^ 
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day  before  the  world  was  fioisbed,  Let  ua  make  man 
after  oor  image  and  oar  likeoess.^'*  Again^  <<  -— *^  for 
if  he  had  not  come  in  the  flesb,  how  could  we  mortalfl^ 
sedng  bim^  have  been  preserved ;  when  thqr  vtrho  be- 
hold the  sun,  which  is  to  perish^  and  is  the  work  of  his 
hands^  are  unable  to  look  directly  against  its  rays/'f 
Compare  Deu.  xviii.  16.  Exod.  xxxiiL  SO.  Judges 
a  S3,  and  xiii.  SS.  Again  '^  •^— -  if  then  the  Sou  of  God^ 
being  Lord^  and  being  to  judge  the  quick  and  dead^ 
snfTeredi  to  the  end  that  his  wound  might  make  us  alive ; 
lel  xm  believe  that  the  Son  of  God  had  no  power  to 
suffer^  had  it  not  been  for  os.'^t  And  again^  ^^  Mean 
while  thou  hast  [the  whole  doctrine]  concerning  the 
majesty  of  Christ ;  how  all  things  were  made  for  him 
and  throogh  him ;  to  whom  be  honour^  power^  and  glory, 
now  and  forever.^'R  He  who  penned  these  sentences^ 
was  surely  a  devout  believer  in  oor  Lord^s  diviniiy : 
it  is  needless  to  observe,  that  he  was  a  Ghristian ;  and 
almost  as  needless  to  observe^  that  he  had  been  a  Jew, 
ibr  in  that  age^  none  but  a  person  bred  in  Judaism^ 
coold  possess  that  minute  knowledge  of  the  Jewish  rites, 
which  is  displayed  in  this  book.  In  the  writer  there- 
fore of  the  Epistle  of  St  Barnabas,  we  have  one  instance 


*  OoauDUB  fuitlnuit  pati  pro  anlmft  aoitrft,  cam  lit  oriui  terrarum  dominium 
coi  dixit  die  ante  coattitaitonem  aiecuU  **  Faoiamui  hominen  ad  imagiQem  et 
timiiitiidiDem  noitram."    mc.  ▼. 

f  ■      Ei  >«^  fMM  iix9w  m  ^«iy  ntc  *9  §n^fjm  tal^fmiru  /ifjtrwJK  «i/7dr»  tH 

*m  MM»jk4fU  /iM  ttrtU  «Mw«  I0«r  X!t^  ^*   virm^wl*^  ««   tajfunftt   m  «J(7iNV 

*tlt$!^MXfA»€'ai.     KC.  T. 

u  fta  ikt  M/MJttt,    tee.  vii. 

I  Hiibet  iulcrim  dc  miijettate  ChrUti,  qao  mmlo  omnia  in  illuni  ct  per  ilium 
faau  MiDt :  eui  tit  honori  virtus,  gloria  imtic  ct  in  fciecnU  Kixulorum.    ico.  xvii. 
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4)f  a  Hebrew  Christian  of  the  apostolick  age^  who  be* 
lieved  in  our  Lord's  divinity. 

8.  But  this  is  not  all.  They  most  hare  been  ori^ 
nally  Jews  to  whom  this  ejnstle  was  addressed.  The 
discourse  supposes  them  well  acqpiainted  with  the  Jew- 
ish  riteS|  which  are  the  chief  subject  of  it ;  and  indeed, 
to  any  not  bred  in  Judaism,  the  book  had  been  nninter* 
esting  and  anintelli^ble*  They  were  Hebtew  Cfaria- 
tians,  therefore,  to  whom  a  brother  of  the  circomdsion 
holds  up  the  doctrine  of  our  Lord's  divinity.  He  up- 
holds it,  not  barely  as  his  own  persuasion,  bat  as  an  ar« 
ticle  of  their  common  faith :  he  brings  no  aipments  to 
prove  it— he  employs  no  rhetorick  to  reooinmend  k-^he 
mentions  it  as  occasion  occurs,  without  showing  any 
anxiety  to  inculcate  it,  or  any  apprehension,  that  k 
would  be  denied  or  doubted^^e  meutioM  it  in  ttatmi^ 
hesitating  language,  which  implies  that  the  pnblicfc  opin- 
Sw  stood  with  his  own.  Bo  that,  in  this  writer,  we  have 
not  only  an  instance  of  an  Hebrew  Ohriikian,  of  the 
apostolick  age,  holding  the  doctrine  of  onr  Lord's  divte* 
ity ;  but  in  the  book,  we  have  the  dearest  evidence^ 
that  this  was  the  common  faith  of  the  Hebrew  Ohristiann 
of  that  age,  or  in  other  words,  of  the  primitive  chnich 
of  Jerusalem. 

4«.  This,  Sir,  is  the  proof  which  I  had  to  produce,  of 
the  consent  of  that  church  with  tlie  later  Gentile  chur* 
^hes  in  this  great  article.  It  is  so  direct  and  ftill,  though 
it  lies  in  a  narrow  compass  j  that  if  this  be  laid  in  tibe 
one  scale,  and  your  whole  mass  of  evidence  drawn  from 
incidental  and  ambiguous  allusions,  in  the  othw, 

^<  The  latter  will  fly  up,  and  kick  the  beam." 

Xam^ftc. 
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LETTER  NINTH. 

ThB  proof  of  the  orthodoxy^  of  the  first  age^  overturns 
Ih  PrieMtiefa  arguments  from  Hegesippus  and  Jus- 
tin Martyr. — Hegesippus  a  vouxuherfor  the  Trinita* 
rian  fisith. — Dr  Priestlefs  own  principles  set  aside 
his  h^erpretations  of  Justin  Martyr. — Dr  Priestley 
himself  gives  it  up. — TertuUian  makes  no  acJcnowU 
eigment  of  any  popularity  of  the  Unitarian  tenets  in 
his  own  time. 

DEAlt  SJH, 

81NCS  U  is  pv0ved  rfihe  finrt  Ohrif ti&nf  of  tbe cir. 
camdnony  (ki^t  tbey  were  believen  in  oar  Lord's  dtvin- 
^y ;.  wlipt  hflMDies  of  your  two  arguments  to  the  contra- 
ly^  from  Hegesippas  and  Jnsrtin  Martyr? 

S.  The  aisament  from  Hegesippas^  rested  on  a  pre- 
ranption  that  Hegesippus  himself  was  an  Unitarian ; 
that  Hegesippus  himself  was  an  Unitarian  was  presumed^ 
because  he  was  a  Christian  of  the  Hebrews ;  and  the 
Christiiuis  of  tbe  Hebrews^  were  supposed  to  be  gener. 
ally  of  tliat  persuasion :  but  now  that  the  rererse  is  pro- 
Ted  of  the  Hebrew  Ghristlans^  the  presumption  most  be 
reversed  concerning  Hegesippus.  Hegesippus  must  be 
deemed  no  Unitman^  and  all  consequences  deduced 
from  the  contrary  supposition^  must  be  reversed^  or  at 
leasty  they  will  vanish* 
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8.  Tou  remark  indeed,  that  Hegesippus,  ennmeratiag 
the  heresies  of  his  time,  makes  no  mention  of  the  Bbio- 
n£an.'^*  But  this^  I  suppose^  is  mentioned,  only  as  a 
circumstance  that  might  seem  to  corroborate  the  infer- 
ence,  from  the  supposed  prevalency  of  the  Ebion^aa 
tenets  in  the  ancient  Hebrew  church,  if  that  supposition 
might  be  allowed  to  stand.  It  will  hardly  be  pretended^ 
that  this  circumstance  alone,  will  amount  to  a  proof,  tfiat 
Hegesippus  was  a  dissenter  from  what  hath  been  shown 
to  be  the  prevailing  opinion  of  his  chnrch.  Of  the  five 
books  of  his  Ecclesiastical  Commentaries,  nothing  more 
survives,  than  a  few  sentences,  cited  by  Ekisebius  in  dif- 
ferent parts  of  his  history ;  which  all  bronght  togeflier^ 
might  perhaps  fill  two  pages  and  a  half  in  a  folio  of 
a  middling  size.  In  these  fragments,  no  mention  occurs 
of  the  Ebionsean  heresy — Is  it  therefore  to  be  concluded, 
that  the  Ebionites  were  not  mentioned,  or  not  mention- 
ed  as  hereticks,  in  the  entire  work?  Or  where  is  the  co- 
gency of  this  arguAient  P  In  certain  fragments  of  the 
work  of  Hegesippos,  the  Ebionites  are  not  mention- 
od  as  hereticks ;  therefore  the  *  author  was  himself  an 
Bbionite. 

'  4.  Scanty  as  these  fragments  are,  Providence  haifa  so 
ordered,  that  clear  evidence  is  to  be  found  in  them,  that 
Hegesippus  was  no  Ebionite ;  and  that  his  testimony  is 
to  be  found  in  them;  in  favour  of  the  Gatholick  £uth. 
That  he  was  no  Ebionite,  appears  with  the  highest  evi- 
dence, from  a  little  circumstance  incidentally  mentivAied 
by  Eusebius,  which  those  who  only  look  Utrougk  an- 


•  Hist  of  Comip.  Tol.  I.  p.  t.  and  toI.  ii.  p.  416.    Reply  to  Monthlj  Revif^w 
for  June,  9.  S.    LeUen  to  Dr  Honiey,  p.  143: 
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cient  writers^  may  be  very  apt  to  overlook.  Eusebias 
related,  tbat  Hegesippus  cited  the  proverbs  of  Solomon 
by  a  title  wliich  implied  his  acknowledgment  of  the 
book  :^  whereas,  the  Ebicmites  acknowledged  no  part 
of  the  Old  Testament  bat  the  Pentateuch,  nor  the  whole 
of  thatf  His  testimony  in  favour  of  the  Catholick  faith, 
is  contained  in  his  declaration — ^^  that  he  found  in  all 
the  chnrcbes  which  be  visited,  in  his  journey  to  Rome, 
that  faith  maintained,  which  was  agreeable  to  tbe  law, 
the  prophets,  and  the  doctrine  of  our  Lord.''t  Hegesip. 
pus,  in  this  declaration,  bears  his  testimony  to  the  faith 
of  all  the  churches  at  this  time,  that  it  was  the  faith 
which  Christ  had  taught.  But  what  faith  the  churches 
at  this  time  maintained,  let  IrensBus  and  Justin  testify : 
and  where  is  the  Unitarian  who  will  have  the  forehead 
to  affirm,  that  the  faith,  described  as  the  faith  Catholick, 
by  IrensBus  and  by  Justin,  was  any  other  than  the  Tri« 
nitarian? 

0,  So  much  for  Hegesippus — ^Now  for  Justin  Martyr. 
Tour  argument  from  his  supposed  apology  for  his  own 
opinions,  as  contrary  to  the  general  and  prevailing,  rests 
on  a  particular  interpretation  of  certain  expressions, 
which  in  themselves  perhaps,  are  not  free  from  am- 


«  Eoteb.  Eoe.  Hist  fib.  it.  e.  83. 

t  Or  PrieiUej,  in  the  third  of  hit  Seeood  Letters,  qaetticmt  thic  faet :  Chat  tho 
Kbiooitee  aeknowkdged  no  pMl  of  the  Old  Tettament  hat  the  Pentafeuch ;  and  I 
fflnt  confeM  that  hia  objeetiODS  earry  loiDe  weight  He  remarks  ia  particular^ 
that  IreniBiia  aaja  of  them,  that  they  were  orer-earioas  in  the  ezpoMtion  of  the 
propbeciea ;  and  that  Grabe  nentioni  frag;ment%  which  he  had  seen,  of  an  expo* 
Htloo  of  prophetic  awribed  to  Bbioo.  BtiU,  that  Hegeuppns  was  no  Ebionite,  is 
ei^Uent  from  the  famanible  tcstimooy  which  he  bears,  u>  the  general  doctrme  of 
tbe  ehnreh  in  his  own  time. 

I  Eiiseb.  Ece«  Hilt  lib.  it.  6.  8S. 
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biguity.  But  this  interpretntiQii^  Su>  rests  on  youv 
i||isamption^  that  the  first  Christiaiis  were  Unitariaiu 
This  being  now  disproved^  I  will  reason  against  your 
interpretation,  from  your  own  principles,  and,  with  Ut* 
tie  variation,  in  yoar  own  words ;  and  from  the  contra* 
ry  interpretation,  I  will  deduce  the  contaiy  conclunon* 
6.  Justin  wrote,  you  know,  ^^  about  the  year  i40, 
i  e.  about  eighty  years  after  the  time  of  the  apostles.''* 
If  we  consider  the  state  of  opinions  in  their  time  '^  wo 
can  hardly  doubt,  whether  Justin  asserts  it  or  not,  thai 
the  doctrine  of  our  LotJPb  iimnitjf\  must  have  been 
the  prevailing  one  in  his  time/':(  For  we  have  certain 
evidence,  II  that  it  was  the  opinion  of  the  church  in  tibo 
age  of  the  apostles ;  and  it  is  not  likely,  that  so  impqi^ 
tant  a  doctrine  should  be  generally  abandcmed,  '^  in  S9 
9hort  a  time  as  fourscore  years.^  And  if  we  take  in 
anojthw  well  authenticated  circumstance,  we  shall  be 
obliged  to  reduce  this  short  space  to  one  still  shorter* 
Hegesippus  sayc  that  the  church  of  Jerusalem  con- 
tinued a  virgin,  or  free  from  heresy,  till  the  death  of 
Bimeon,  who  succeeded  James  the  Just,  that  is,  till  the 
time  of  Trajan,^  or  about  the  year  100  or  perhaps  110* 

-i ^Knowing  therefore,  {from  anoiher  emd^w^e^  that  qf 

jBamoftas,)  what  this  purity  of  Christian  faith  was,  and 
what  Hegesippus  must  have  known  it  to  be  $  we  hava 
only  the  space  of  forty,  or  perhaps  thirty  years,  for  so 


*  Reply  to  Monthly  Review  for  Joae^  p.  17. 

t  l)r.  Priefltlej*!  vordi  tre  the  iki^k  kmumity  tf  ChriH* 

^  Reply  to  MootUy  Rcvaev  for  /one*  p*  lf« 

I  See  my  laat  Letter. 

%  Reply  to  Monthly  Review  fbr  Jonei  p.  17> 

%  Ettieb.  Eoo.  Hilt  lib.  iS.  o.  Sft 
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great  a  cbange.  I^o  rapid  at  that  particular  period  must 
have  been  that  moTement^  which  we  find  by  experience^ 
io  be  naturally^  one  of  the  very  slowest  in  the  whole 
system  of  nature,  m%.  the  revolution  of  opinions  in  great 
bodies  of  men.  Can  it  then  be  thought  probable,  that 
the  generality,  either  of  Jewish  or  Gentile  Christians, 
m  both  considered  as  one  body,  the  Si  ^M/r«f,  should 
have  abandoned  the  doctrine  of  our  Lorffs  divinity^  in 
the  time  of  Justin  Martyr  ?^t     Certainly  not.     The 

words  therefore,  ii  aV  u  ^xiirti  ^aafloL  fia  tt^waflic  ^ir9n¥ 

could  not  be  intended  to  convey  the  sense,  which  you 
and  your  vindicator  would  impose  upon  them.  On  the 
contrary^  they  must  be  understood  as  an  assertion,  or  at 
least  as  an  insinuation,  that  the  opinion  of  our  Lord^s 
mere  humanity,  was  generally  condemned. 

7^  I  once  thoaght,  to  have  entered  minutely  into  every 
part  of  the  aigument,  which  you  and  your  vindicator 
have  framed  from  this  passage  of  Justin.  But  I  find 
myself  excused  from  that  task,  by  your  candid  ^acknow- 
ledgment,  in  the  sixth  article  of  your  postscript,  that  you 
are  influenced  in  your  construction  of  this  passage,  by 
your  own  particular  opinions ;  and  tluit  another  person, 
having  a  different  persuasion  concerning  the  state  of 
epiBions  in  that  age,  will  naturally  be  inclined  to  put  a 
different  construction  upon  it.'^{  A  passage,  which  may 
bear  one  or  another  construction,  according  to  the  previ- 
OU8  persuasions  of  the  reader,  can  be  of  little  avail  on 
dfher  side.    You  are  welcome  to  all  the  proof  of  that 


*  Dr  PrietUey'i  words  are,  the  tmpie  humanity  of  Chrf»t. 
t  Reply  to  Monthly  Review  for  Juoe,  p.  18,  19. 
i  Lecten  t»  Dr  Honky*  p.  130. 
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wdj  which  yoa  will  take  the  troable  to  amass*  Y^m 
seem,  Sir^  not  iosensible  of  its  insigaificaiice.  Peicriv* 
ing,  at  lasty  that  the  expressions  of  Justin,  when  yoa 
have  made  the  most  of  them,  are  but  ambiguous,  yoa 
are  inclined  to  lay  but  little  stress  upon  the  passage : 
you  resume  the  consideration  of  it,  with  a  declaratlooy 
that  you  are  not  ^^  solicitous  about  trifles/'^  I  must  re- 
mark however,  that  expressions,  which  in  themselves 
might  be  very  ambiguous,  may  receive  a  definite  sense 
from  the  known  history  of  the  writer's  times.  This  is 
the  case  in  this  passage  of  Justin — his  words^  consider- 
ed by  themselves,  are  ambiguous ;  but,  connected  with 
the  opinions  of  the  writer  and  of  his  age^  they  afford  a 
decisive  testimony  against  you. 

8.  But  you  think,  if  Justin  Martyr  and  Hegeaippus 
fail,  you  have  still  the  positive  testimony  of  Tertnllian, 
to  oppose  to  my  conclusions,  from  the  faith  of  the  first 
Christians.  Tertnllian,  who  was  little  younger  than 
Justin  y  complains^  that  in  his  time  the  Unitarian  doc- 
triue  was  the  general  persuasion.  ^^  The  simple^  the 
ignorant,  and  the  unlearned,  who  are  always  a  great 
part  of  the  body  of  Christians,  because  the  rule  of  faith, 
transfers  their  worship  of  many  gods  to  the  one  true 

Gt>d ;  not  understanding  that  the  unity  of  God  is  to 
be  maintained,  but  with  the  economy;  dread  this 
economy.'^t  I  must  confess.  Sir,  here  seems  to  be 
a  complaint  against  the  unlearned  Christians,  as  in 
^neral  unfavourable  to  the  Trinitarian  doctrine ;  bat 
the  complaint  is  of  your  own  raising — ^l^ertullian  will 


»  Letten  to  Dr  Horalej,  p.  127. 
t  Hist,  of  Corrup*  toL  i.  p.  55. 


w^smk  iMit  for  a  very  vmXi  p«rC  of  it  ^  Sybvpk  iw- 
aoofty*  fays  Teii«Uiiiii^  (not  tp  call  them  igaonuil^  and 
idiat^}  wJia  alivays  aiaJEa  the  majority  of  beliaveiiy 
tecaoae  the  rale  «f  fiuth  ksetf,  carriee  us  away  fron 
tto  auMiy  gpdU  i}f  the  iKathen^  to  the  <oae  troa  God ; 
net  oodMitaBdiiigi  that  one  6od  aa  indeoi  to  be  ha- 
lierod^  bvA>  mth  aa  eoonomy  ^or  amogeaieat)  of  ihe 
Oodbwd;  atarOe  ai  the  ecpMMy.  They  take  it  to 
gpwitol^  Uiat'tha  ntunber  and  diapoiition  of  the  Tii« 
Mty,  ia  a  division  of  the  Uaity.  They  pntend  that 
(i¥fV  aod  oven  three^  ut  preached  by  os^  pMid  ina- 
pne  that  they  themadvesi  ajis  ttie  womhippen  of  jone 
God*  We^  they  aay^  iM  Ifca  wofiorc&y.  Latiiui  haYO 
caa^t  np  the  void  mnuinhia^  Graaka  mil  nott  tui- 
derataad  mcmtomuiP  Let  the  auihor'a  words  be  thoe 
exactly  leodeced^  and  yoo  'will  find  in  Ihrai  otttfaer 
funp^fff^  aar  adunawledgiaeDt,  xif  a  general  pieya- 
1b0OB  of  the  UiutarieA  dodrine^  anoag  OhiiatiaBs  of 
any  ranlL  TertidUan  alleges^  that  what  credit  it 
abtaiaedi  was  only  with  the  illiti^te^  nor  wMh  all  the 
llUterate^  hot  with  those  only^  wiio  were  ignoiant  and 
ftapid  in  the  extKeme.  To  preclude  the  plea  of  Jinm- 
bersy  he  ieiBark%  that  the  illiterate  will  always  make 
the  Majority  of  heUevem.  ^'  Some  simple  people^  he 
says,  ^  take  jdarm  at  the  notion  of  a  plurality  of 
peraoos  in  the  unity  of  the  Godhead.  Simple  peoploi 
said  I!  I  should  have  said;  ignorant  and  dull ;  who  have 


*  gf">jjs**«  mim  {mm  4iMitm  impfadcmet  et  idkit»)  qim  nujor  leaiper 
•redaatittin  part  ci^  qmmiam  et  ipM  regab  fidd^  a  pluribut  dib  aeeuli,  k«^ 
BOB  iBleUignitet  «oic«m  qQidcmy  icd  eum  loa  CBconoiiui  eredendBm,  expATCKUBt 
ad  <aaoaomtam. 

£8 
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jtterer  been  nmda  to  cmprebeiid  the  trae  seme  tX.  Aa 
Iip08tle'8  oreed ;  which  speaks  of  one  Ood^  in  oppo- 
sition only  to  a  plorslity  of  independent  gods^  wor* 
shipped  by  the  heathen^  wilhoot  any  respect  to  the 
metaphyrical  nnity  of  the  Dei^.  When  it  is  eonsi- 
dered^  that  persons  of  mean  endowments  most  always 
be  the  majority  (rf  a  body,  coHectsd^  as  the  church 
iBj  from  all  ranks  of  men;  it  were  no  wonderi  if  the 
followers  of  fhe  Unitarian  preachers^  were  more  nu* 
merons  than  they  really  are/'  This^  8ir^  is  the  na» 
taral  exposition  of  the  passage^  which  you  cite,  as 
Tertnllian's  testimony  of  the  popularity  of  yoor  fa« 
vonrite  opimons^  in  his  own  time.  It  is  no  such  testi* 
ttony^  it  is  a  charge  of  ignonmce  against  yonr  party ; 
of  such  ignomnoe  as  wonld  iof^alidate  the  plea  of  num« 
bersy  if  that  plea  could  be  set  up.  The  argument  which 
you  boild^  upon  the  rank  and  condition  of  Terbillian's 
Unitariansy'who  were  common  or  unlearned  people^  can 
be  of  no  force^  unless  it  could  be  proved,  that  the  Uni« 
tarian  opinion  was  general  in  thb  rank  of  Christians. 
The  common  people^  who  will  be  the  last  to  depart 
from  the  opinions  of  thek  ancestors^  when  they  are 
left  to  themselves;  will^  on  the  other  hand^  be  the 
first  to  be  staggered  with  difficulties^  and,  for  that 
reason,  the  first  to  be  misled.  Whatever  therefore, 
might  be  the  novelty  of  the  Unitarian  doctrinei  in  the 
age  of  Tertullian,  it  is  no  wonder  that  it  should  find 
admirers,  among  the  most  ignorant  and  stupid  of  Uie 
common  people.* 


*  Sm  Um  ScmbA  «C  the  SapplemeatAl  Diaqniiitiooi. 
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9.  Toa  must  search^  Bir^  for  rame  dearer  testimo* 
By,  than  any  that  is  to  be  foond  in  TertulHan^  Jaetia 
Martyr^  w  the  few  surviving  fragments  of  Hegesip. 
pus,  to  oppose  ta  my  proof  from  ihe  epistle  of  St  Buw 

lam^^c* 
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Jpi  r^ply  to  Dr  TrieMefs  third  Uftetf  in  whick  hs 
would  provBf  tiiat  the  primitive  Unitarians  were  not 
deemed  hereticks. — Hie  argumente  from  TertuUian, 
Justin  Martyr,  and  IrenmuSf  confuted  by  the  JUantik-^ 
1y  Bmewer.'^The  insvfficieney  of  Dr  Priestlefe  re- 
fly. — Ths  arguments  from  Clemens  JUexandrinuSf 
and  from  Jerome,  confuted. 

HEAR  sm. 

rr  fihottld  ieem^  tbat  yoo  hare  wme  Mcret  mbtrast 
in  yoor  own  hearty  of  the  proof  which  yon  pretend  to 
briDgy  that  the  Unitarian  doctrine  was  orthodoxy  in  the 
first  age ;  or  yon  would  have  been  less  solicitous  to  show^ 
that  the  primitive  Unitarians  were  not  deemed  hereticks. 
For  a  proofs  that  confessed  orthodoxy  was  not  deemed 
heresy^  or  in  other  words,  that  the  orthodox  did  never 
excommunicate  themselves^  might  have  been  spared. 
This  however,  is  the  subject  of  your  third  letter.  Your 
arguments  from  the  apostles*  creed^  as  it  is  stated  by 
Tertullian  ;^  from  the  Uttle  severity  with  which  Irensos 
speaks  of  the  Ebionites  ;t  and  from  the  respect  with 
which  Josthi  Martyr  treats  those  blasphemers;}  for 
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that  is  the  ftppelUtion  by  which  bis  regard  for  them  is 
expressed,  have  been  already  so  completely  answered 
by  my  good  and  able  ol/y,*  the  Monthly  reviewer^f 
thai  little  b  left  for  me  to  say  on  the  subject. 

S.  I  most  take  this  occasion  to  declarei  that  yoo  are 
perfectly  right,  in  your  coiijectore,!  that  I  entertain  an 
high  opimon  of  that  gentleman^s  learning  in  ecclesiasti- 
cal bistoiy'.  Indeed,  my  opinion  of  his  learning  hath 
beea  gradnally  rising,  while  yours  hath  been  going 
down  :||  and  what  yon  predicted,  is  at  last  come  to  pass; 
1  think  myself  happy  in  the  alliance  of  that  able  critick. 
I  aiti  informed  by  yonr  last  pQblication,§  that  my  val« 
uable  ally  is  the  Rev.  Mr  Samuel  Badcock,  a  dissent- 
ing ninistir  at  iSoiith  Melton,  in  Devonshire.  To  what 
ever  deneminatioti  of  Christians  my  worthy  feUoW-k- 
benrer  may  belong,  he  is  learned,  and  an  able  advocate 
of  the  faith  which  was  at  tM  delivered  to  the  saints, 
and  his  Itlliance  will  net  be  disgraceful,  though  he  choo- 
ses to  fight  in  a  reviewer's  armonr.  Indeed,  I  cannot 
see  lor  whftt  reason  the  alliance  of  a  Ghristian  divine, 
altiioogh  he  be  a  reviewer  by  profession,  should  be  less 
ereditAble  than  that,  which  yon,  Sir,  so  obsequiously 
eourt^  With  Jew,  Turk,  heretick,  and  infidel.  Yon 
seem  to  think  it  unfair,  that  your  antagonist  should 
avuil  Mmself  rH  the  proiligious  advantage,  which  the 
review  gives  him,  of  a  cheap  and  immense  curculation:^ 


^  ^Vk  Border eomklert  this  wfiler  ii  le«Mi  in  eteleiUntieil  liisC6i7«  anA 
luj  wiab  to  have  him  for  an  aUgr.** 
t  In  the  Monthltjr  ReTiew  for  Jannaiyy  17t4. 
%  See  note  (*). 
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this  complaint,  Bsr,  really  comes  urith  an  tSU  graca 
from  you ;  who  are  every  day  dUTasing  your  dangerous 
doctrines  among  the  common  people,  in  pamphlets  pob«> 
lished  for  their  benefit,  in  an  ordinary  form,  to  be  pue^ 
chased  at  the  easy  price  of  sixpence,  a  groat,  and  eir^i 
twopence.  Some  reserve  on  our  part  might  be  prope% 
if  any  were  observed  on  yours  :  but  while  you  invite 
the  most  illiterate  of  the  Idty  to  take  a  pattin  the  dis- 
pute, it  is  our  duty  to  guard  ttiem  what  we  can,  from  se- 
duction ;  to  take  advantage  of  every  mode  of  cheap  and 
general  circulation,  that  the  antidde  may  be  as  widely 
spread,  and  as  easy  ta  be  had,  as  the.medicated  phials* 
I  return  to  my  subject. 

3.  Justin  Mark's  respect  for  the  Unitarians  of  bis 
time,   you  collect  ihom  certain  passages^   in  whfeb^ 
speaking  of  hereticks,  with  the  highest  indignation,  ha 
makes  no  allusion,  as  you  conceive,  to  the  Unitariatis. 
My  learned  ally  replies,*  that  in  one  of  these  passages^ 
Justin  Martyr  expressly  alludes  to  the  Unitarians,  un- 
der the  very  honourable  character  of  blasphemers  of  tfaa 
Christ,  whose  conung  had  been  announced  by  the  pro- 
phets.   He  remarks,  that  in  this  passage,  Justin  entitles 
the  name  of  Christ,  with  the  title  of  <^  God  of  Abralmnit 
Isaac,  and  Jacob,"  in  a  maun w  which,  as  it  must  bring 
to  every  learned  reader's  recollection,  other  passages  of 
the  holy  martyr's  writings,  in  which  Christ  and  the 
God  of  Abraham,  are  described  as  the  very  same  per- 
son; clearly  defines  the  particular  blasphemy,  which 
was  the  subject  of  the  accusation.    My  learned  ally 
complains,  that  your  translation  of  this  passage  is  sa 
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nutnageiy  m  to  conceal  this  allusion  to  the  Unitarian 
lieieay ;  and  to  convey  ^  no  idea  of  distinction^  between 
flie  Maker  of  the  wolrld^  and  the  God  of  Abraham^ 
Inac^  and  Jacob.''  He  might  have  added  another 
'Complaint :  that  in  yoor  translation^  you  have  suppres* 
tied  another  clause  in  the  same  period^  in  which  certain 
^persona  are  treated  with  great  severity^  *'  who^  instead 
of  worshipping  Jesus/'  [instead  of  paying  him  divine 
worddp,  for  that  is  the  proper  force  of  the  verb  9%6%n'] 
<^  confessed  him  only  in  name."  Your  reply^  is,  indeed^ 
very  extraordinary — ^It  consists  of  three  parts :  An  apoU 
ogy  for  the  omissions ;  a  defence  of  your  argument;  a 
flat  denial  f  that  you  have  made  the  omissions,  for  which 
however  you  have  condescended  to  apologize. 

4l  Tour  apology  is,  that  the  omissions  were  made  to 
9hnten  a  hn^  Oreek  quotdion ;  %  but,  Sir,  the  omia* 
aions  are  in  your  Englbh  translation ;  and  the  Oreek, 
which  is  given  at  length  at  the  bottom  of  your  page,  ia 
nothing  shortened  by  them — ^if  the  passage  was  to  be 
ahortened,  either  in  Greek  or  in  English,  why  was  tfaia 
shortening  effected^  by  the  omission  of  those  clauses  in 
particular,  which  mi^t  seem  at  least  adverse  to  your 
argument  ?  Your  defence  is,  that  the  omitted  passages, 
affect  nol  the  a^ment  either  way :  for  the  whole  of 
Mr  Badcock^a  remark  is  answered,  you  say,  at  once,^ 
by  observing,  ^  that  it  is  to  no  sort  of  purpose,  who  it 
waa  that  Justin  meant  by  the  God  of  Abraham,  Isaac^ 


*  ReBuute  Qo  the  Mbntlilf  Rcficw  tf  thft  Letten  to  Ilr  Bonkf,  mo.  f . 
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Md  Jacob  i  but  who  it  wa%  that  the  heMfu^  he  iis 
ppeaking  ef^  meant  by  the  panoa  ao  iem^ibfi^f  and 
whom  they  meant  to  blaspheoie :  aad  Ilii9  cartainiy  wm 
not  Jesus  Christy  but  aniirther  beings  tlie  wppoaad  mt- 
Jter  of  the  worldi  the  aathor  of  the  Jewieb  dtapeBsaliony 
and  the  iotrodttcer  of  much  evily  which  they  «ai4  Chmt 
was  sent  to  rectify.'^  Sir,  I  apprahwd,  and  ms  lean- 
ed ally,  i  believe,  will  be  itf  the  same  ojpuioo,  jthat  4i0 
true,  not  the  supposed,  maker  of  the  world,  wee  4he 
person  blasphemed,  by  the  iabPodnGtion  ef  the  lahalona 
Demiurgvs  of  the  Gnosticfca.  Of  the  aaae  opiniso  wae 
Justin.  You  cannd^  Sir,  know  so  litUe  of  his  lapgeagB 
MM  to  imagine,  that  by  the  title  of  w»4m  mr  ^u»r,  ike 
Maker  of  the  Univene,  he  desoribee  the  Qnostick  4^- 
nnwrgus^  not  the  true  Creator,  ihe  Father  of  ^or  X^ord 
Jesus  Christ.  But  how  is  it  that  yon  maintaii^  th«t  Je- 
sus Christ  was  not  blasphemed^  by  those  whom  Joetip 
accuses  ?  Justin  describes  those  wbopa  he  would  eccuae^ 
as  blasphemers  of  Jeans  Christ  Thia  is,  in  pari^  the 
matter  of  his  accusatiao<^that  yom  ahowld  attempt  to 
deny  it  is  extraordinary.  Sir,  when  you  confesa,  that 
you  omitted  it  <^  to  ahoriei^''-^it  aj^eaip,  however,  that 
your  aiguments  rest  entire]|y  iqipn  ji  supposition^  that 
the  blasphemy  of  Jesus  was  np  part  of  Jaatie^i  aeeosa* 
tion :  you  took  therefore^  that  method  of  ahwtenJDgf 
which  might  best  serve  your  purpose* 

0.  But  you  insist,  that  ^  they  were  Ono0(yieke  wlyf 
not  Unitarian  Christians,  that  Justin  was  reflecting  upon, 
or  a.llnding  to."*  Suv  will  yon  take  JDponyaiioJfifiee 
on  whom  Justin  would  reflect,  in  contradiction  to  Justin's 
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ewo  declarfttion  ?  I  think  irith  ybiii  that  the  phttM  muni 
Tttf  iM^  «jiA«f  Tft^fT  is  dl8tribttti?e }  iotrodadiig^  not  tbo 
mention  of  any  new  sect,  bat  a  speciflck  enumeration  of 
the  sects  which  had  been  already  mentioned^  nnd^  the 
general  description  of  ^^  tliose^  who  tanght  men  to  say 
and  to  do^  many  impions  and  blasphemous  things.^' 
Bot  the  foi€e  of  tiie  objection,  which  my  learned  ally 
liafli  brooght  against  your  ailment,  d^nds  not  on 
the  exact  sense  of  this  phrase-— it  is  sufficient  for  our 
purpose,  that  a  blasphemy  of  Christ,  by  denying  his  di« 
Tinlty,  and  refitsing  to  honour  him  with  divine  worship^ 
is  a  part  of  Justin^s  description  of  the  heresies  to  which  he 
allndee  {  whence  it  is  manifest,  that  his  reflections  al- 
hide  to  other  hereticks  beside  the  Gnosticlts;  unless 
indeed  you  will  choose  to  say,  that  some  of  the  Gnosticks 
had  a  prificipal  share  in  tliis  Unitarian  blasphemy: 
which,  tf  you  should  affirm,  you  will  in  me  have  no  aiu 
tagonlst    It  is  indeed  my  opinion,  that  the  Cerinthian 
Gnoeticks  were  die  first  who  denied  the  divinify  of  ouT 
Lord— 4)erinthus  was  much  earlier  than  Bbion;  and  £bi* 
on,  in  liis  notions  of  the  Redeemer,  seems  to  have  been 
m  mere  Cerinthian :  but  if  yon  concur  with  me  in  these 
opinions,  it  is  Httle  to  your  purpose  to  insist,  that  Jostin 
Martyr^s  reflections  are  levelled  only  at  the  Gnosticks ; 
since  m  the  Gnosticks,  according  to  this  view  of  their 
opinions,  he  censures  the  Unitarians :  if  you  deny,  that 
our  Lord's  mere  humanity  was  a  doctrine  maintained 
by  any  branch  of  the  Gnosticks,  still  Justin  express* 
ly  censures  the  Unitarians.    If  the  Ebionites  are  not 
mentioned  by  name,  are  you  sure  they  are  not  in-^ 
eluded  among  the  [aA^0l  aAX£»  ^re/tctn]  ^<  others  of  va* 
rioos  denominations,^'  thus  generally  mentioned  after 
an  ennmeration  oi^  the  principal  Gnostick  sects  ?  The 
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EbioiiJEan  hereqr  was  at  this  time  in  liB  infaiu^,  and 
probably  too  inconsiderable  to  deserve  particular  no- 
tice. 

6.  Sach^  Sify  is  your  apology  for  yoor  omisrion^  and 
such  is  yoor  defence  of  your  argument.  Alter  this  apo» 
logy^  and  after  this  defence,  comes  in  yoor  appendix  a 
flat  denial  of  the  omissions,  for  which  you  have  apolo* 
^zed.  A  friend  has  told  you,  that  the  passage  of  Jns* 
tin  is  ^ntire^  and  in  its  pn^r  place  in  your  letters  to 
ne^  page  Si.*  It  is  truci  Sir^  the  passage  is  entire^  in 
the  Greek|  in  the  mar^^  of  your  book : — but  has  your 
friend  told  you^  that  it  is  entire  in  your  translation  ?  My 
learned  ally  complains^  and  indeedy  Sir^  with  too  muck 
reasoot  thiU  you  write  for  the  unlearned — ^The  entire 
passage,  as  long  as  it  appears  not  in  your  translation^ 
lay  innocently  enough  in  the  Oreek^  at  the  bottom  of 
your  .page. 

7.  To  your  ailment  from  the  apostle's  creed,  as  re- 
cited by  Tertullian,t  it  might,  Sir,  be  a  sufficient  reply, 
that  Jesus  Christ  is  mentioned  in  it  as  the  Bon  of  God ; 
a  title  which,  in  the  sense  in  which  it  was  constantly  ex- 
pounded and  understood,  reprobates  the  Unitsiian  he- 
resy ;  but  my  learned  ally  refers  you|:  to  another  creed, 
produced  by  Tertullian  in  Uie  hook,  De  PrmBcripUanBp 
4fc.  in  which  the  divinity  of  Ohrist  is  more  explicitly 
asserted.  This  you  say  is  not  simply  a  creed,  but  an 
exposition  of  the  creed,  ||  and  expresses  no  more  than 
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Tertalliat/8  onimfidai :''«  Tertulliaii  himself^  Sir^  ^^  ww 
of  another  opinioQ— ^He  calk  this  exporition^  a  rule  of 
fiuth  appointed  by  Christ— he  says^  it  expressed  the 
geaiml  fisith^  which  was  disputed  by  none  J>at  here*' 
ticbs.'^  Aftw  thisy  Sir,  wCl  you  say,  that  <^  Tertallian 
did  not  consider  Unitarians  as  excluded  from  the  name- 
and  assemblies  of  Christians  ?''t 

8b  Clemens  Alexandriuus,  who  makes  frequent  men- 
tion of  hereticks,  hath  been  Tery  silent,  you  think,  about 
the  £bionites ;  hence^  yoa  seem  desiroua.to*  infei^  that 
Clemens  thpu^t  them  not  hereticaL  <^  Almost  the 
whole/^  these  ajre  your  words,  ^*  Almost  the  whole  of 
hia  smrenth.  book  of  Stramata^  relate  to  that  subject 
[heresies].  He  mentions  fourteen  diffeient  heresiarch* 
by  name,  and,  ten  heresies;  by  character ;-  bnt  none  of 
ftem  bear  any  relation  to  the  Ebionites,  or  any  species 
of  Unitarians.^'}  Indeed,  Sir,  it  was  not  without  rea« 
lon^  that  I  complained  in  my  former  publication,  of  the 
peculiarities  of  yoor^stylf^-:  I  hope,  that  the  great  work 
which  yon  are  preparing  upon  the  sul^eetof  our  present 
contnyversy,  will  be  accompanied  wUh  a.  glessary,  to 
explain  the  words  of  the  English  language^  upon  which 
yon  shall  be  pleased  to  impose  new  senses ;  and  that  in 
partkuliar^  yon  will  not  omit  to  inform  your  readers, 
how  much  of  a  thing  mity  be-  meant  by  the  wholi;  in 
your  new  phraseoliogy4 

9.  I  find,  Siry  by  tlie  best  computation  I  can  form 
open  a  single  example,  which  I  am  sensible  must  be 
liable  to  great  inaccuracies^  I  speak  therefore  under  tha 
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oonwiioii  «f  your  •vthoritative  deeitioii-^lnit  by  tim  bert 
oomptttatioii  1  tm  form^  the  Wboia  may  be  any  put  of 
a  thing  not  lew  Ihfii  a  forty^ai^th !  I  beg  yont  pardoa 
•--•I  had  wrUten  tbfe>  when  toriiing  back  to  the  err^  at 
the  begjnttiBg  of  year  book,  I  thete  find^  that  yoa  have 
bee9  y QQtselfy  veiy  properly,  shocked,  at  the  extravagRni 
byperboliem  of  your  own  expreseions ;  and  for  the  worda 
olnmtihB  wMbj  yon  advise  the  reader  to  sabstitate  these, 
^greatparU   Sir,  a  relactant  and  imperfect  ratractioii,  is 
more  anseemly,  than  the  irst  error,  be  it  ever  so  enor- 
moos :  if  yoa  would  not  be  thonght  to  bopose  upon  yoor 
reader^s  ignorance,  or  to  presume  npon  his  inatteirtien, 
yon  most  correct  again ;  and  for  a  greatf  bid  him  read 
«  very  Uttie  parL    The  seventh  book  of  Uie  fiSfrsmofa, 
In  Sylburi^na's  edition,  which  I  use  as  most  cmivwieiii 
for  my  present  purpose,  because  the  pages,  not  incom* 
bered  with  notes,  all  contain  equal  quantities  ei  text ;  in 
this  edition,  the  seventh  book,  Greek  and  Latin,  fills  40 
pages--«4he  general  subject  of  the  book  is,  the  excel* 
lence  of  Christian  Knowledge  in  preference  to  Pblloeo-' 
phy :  this  argument  fills  more  than  88  pages  of  the  4iB, 
that  is,  more  than  three-fourths  of  the  whole  bocdc, 
without  any  mention  of  hereticks ;  then,  the  author  an* 
ewers  an  objection  to  the  certainty  of  Christian  know- 
ledge, taken  from  the  differences  of  opinion  thai  subeis* 
ted  among  the  different  sects :  this  introduces  a  gene, 
ml  invective  against  hereticks,  and  a  dissuasive  <rf  he* 
resy,  drawn  from  general  tepicks,  not  from  the  enor- 
mitbs  of  particular  sects ;  which  fills  eight  pages  more : 
the  dissuasive  of  heresy,  leads  to  an  argument  for  the 
outboriiy  of  the  church  npon  the  footing  of  antiquity ; 
and  thb  introduces  the  names  of  some  remarkable  he- 
resies, wlucb  are  mentioned  for  no  other  purpose,  but 
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to  show  tbat  tiie  veiy  denomliiatioiis  which  ibey  hore, 
ai^aed  a  late  origiii^  singalarity  of  opinion,  and  sepa- 
ladon  from  a  more  ancient  society*  Tbi»  li§ty  with 
many  Intranpersed  tMiarks  upon  the  origin  of  each 
•ecty  and  assertions  of  the  unity  of  the  true  church, 
ttb  peihaps  tltfee^fonrths  of  one  of  the  two  remaining 
pages  of  the  book :  for  the  last  page  is  taken  up  with 
a  whimsical  explanation^  of  the  LeviUcal  marks  of 
clean  and  unclean  beasts ;  which  are  supposed  to  be 
types,  of  the  good  and  bad  qualties,  of  true  Ghristians 
and  of  bereticks.  Thus  it  appears^  fliat  that  great  part 
of  the  seventh  book  of  the  iSirofiiaia,  which  you  had 
well  nigh  mistaken  for  the  whole,  is  somewhat  less  than 
one  part  in  forty-eigbt. 

iO.  But  the  BbioDites  have  no  place  in  that  loi^  list 
of  bereticks,  which  occupies  almost  the  whole,  or^  to 
speak  more  accurately,  a  great  part,  or,  to  speak  exact* 
ly,  almost  a  forty-eigbtii  part  of  the  seventh  book  of  the 
Bbtofmaia.*  I  think  indeed  they  have  not^  unless  they 
be  included,  which  I  suspect  may  be  the  case,  among 
the  Peratick  bereticks ;  but  I  will  grant  that  they  are 
omitted :  is  it.  Sir,  a  consequence,  that  Clemens  thought 
ttieir  opinions  indifferent  ?  I  cannot  see  the  necessity  of 
tills  conclusion,  unless  indeed  it  bad  been  of  importance 
to  the  argument  of  Clemens,  that  he  should  make  an 
exact  enumeration  of  all  the  sects^  which  he  deemed 
heretical — ^but  this  was  not  the  case :  a  few  instances 
soflBced  for  the  illustration  of  his  reasoning ;  and.tbese, 
in  a  discussion  with  Greek  philosophers,  he  would 
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naturally  select  from  those  faertoiesy  whiehi  for  tome* 
thing  of  subtlety  and  reinement  in  theic  doctrinei  were 
the  most  likely  to  have  attracted  the  notice  o£  tho 
Gentiles,  A  sect^  which  lived  in  obscori^  in  the  nmrtb 
of  Galilee^  of  no  consideration,  for  number,  learning 
or  abilities ;  was  likely  to  be  the  last  that  he  would 
mention* 

'  11.  It  is  another  cineumstance  whickyon  urge^  Sir, 
in  fiivour  of  the  eady  Unitarians ;.  that  it  is  confessed 
by  Jerome^  that  the  Ebiomtes  were  anathematized^  not 
for  their  Unitarian  opinions,  but  for  their  rigid  adhe- 
rence to  the  Mosaick  law,^  — -^  jirop^  ^  solwna 
patribus  anaihematissah  sunt^  quod  legia  ciBrimmdas 
Christi  evangetio  migcuerunt. 

1%*  I  shall  frankly  confess^  Sir,  that  if  nothing  mom 
were  known,  either  of  the  Ebionites  or  Cerinthians^ 
from  ecclesiastical  history,  than  what  might  be  gather- 
ed from  this  sentence  of  Jerome,  I  should  be  apt  to 
conclude,  that  the  single  error  of  either  sect  was  this : 
that  th^  Judaia&ed — ^the  words  however  are  capable 
of  another  meaning ;  namely,  that  the  Judaick  super- 
stition, was  a  thing  so  criminal  in  the  judgment  of  the 
primitive  Christians,  aa  to  constitute,  bff  ttoe(/>  one 
very  sufficient  reason  for  the  excommunication  of  the 
sects  which  were  addicted  to  it  For  it  is  to  be  ob- 
served, that  the  EbionUes  are  coupled  in  this  passage 
with  the  Gerinthians.  It  is  said  of  both,  that  ^^for 
this  single  thing  they  were  anathematized,  that  they 
mixed  the  ceremonies  of  the  law,  with  the  gospel  of 
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Glirist"  Tbifl  being  sud  of  botti  without  distinction^ 
newt  be  said  of  either,  in  some  sense,  in  which  it  may 
be  true  of  both :  and  if  it  aqoit  the  Ebionites  of  here- 
sjf  except  in  the  single  article  of  their  Judaism,  it 
equally  acquits  the  Gerinthians  :  if  it  be  to  be  conclu- 
ded from  these  expressions  of  Jerome,  that  to  deny 
our  Lord's  divinity  was  no  heresy  in  the  Ebionites ;  it 
is  equally  to  be  concluded  from  these  same  expressions, 
that  to  deny  that  God  was  the  Creator  of  the  universe, 
was  no  heresy  in  the  Gerinthians.  If  this  passage '  of 
Jerome,  be  no  testimony  in  favour  of  the  Gerinthian 
doctrine  about  the  creation,  it  is  no  testimony  in  frivour 
of  the  Ebionsn  doctrine  about  our  Lord — ^it  is  lame 
and  defective,  like  eveiy  other  testimony  which  you 
have  prodnced  to  tlie  same  purpose ;  and  your  opinion, 
that  tiie  primitive  Unitarians  were  not  considered  as 
hereticks,  I  must  still.  Sir,  in  defiance  of  all  your  tes- 
timonies, take  the  liberty  to  place  among  the  extra- 
vagant  assertions  of  Daniel  Zuicker,  of  which  Simon 
Bpiscopius,  was  the  charitable,  but  insuflBcient  advo- 
cate* 

I  am,  fcc. 


POSTSGRIFT. 

If  OU  an  pleased,  Sir,  to  say,  in  the  conclusion  of 
yomr  third  letter,  that  the  Unitarian  doctrine,  even  in 
its  most  <>bnoxioos  form,  existed  in  the  very  time  of 
the  apostles.  I  deny  that  the  Unitarian  doctrine  existed, 
at  that  time,  in  the  most  obnoxious  form.  Produce 
your  indisputable  evidence.    Observe,  that  by  the  most 
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obnoKious  fomi^  I  midentaiid  tbat  fom^  which  ex- 
clades  the  worship  <tf  Christ 

N.  B.  la  answer  to  Dr  Priestley's  aigpiiiieii^  from 
the  writingB  of  Ireimas  in  particnUri  see  the  thiid  sf 
the  Bttpplemental  Disqoisitiaiis* 
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in  BejUji  to  Dr  PriesHey^a  fourthy  in  whiiA  he  de^ 
fends  hie  argument  from  a  passage  in  Jthanasius,-^ 
The  sense  of  the  words  i/lta  ivMyn  mistaken  by  Vr 
PriesUey. — T^  sense  of  the  word  ^vmtf  mistaken  by 
Dr  Priestley. — Prudence  and  caution  not  synony* 
mous. — The  matter  qffacty  as  represented  by  Jtthan^ 
asius,  mistaken  by  Dr  Priestley. — His  grammatical 
argument  refuted. — Tliat  Jj^aruisius  speaks  of  un- 
converted JewSy  proved  from  a  comparison  of  ike  two 
douses  in  which  Jews  are  mpntioned. — The  OentUes 
not  uninterested  in  questions  about  the  Messiah.^^ 
Of  deference  to  authorities. 

JDBAn  SIR, 

A  SUPPOSED  testimony  of  Athanasias  made  a 
principal  branch  of  yoar  original  proof^  tliat  tlie  faith  of 
the  first  Christians  was  Unitarian :  and  this^  with  other 
principal  branches  of  your  proofs  found  a  place  among 
my  specimens  of  your  evidence,  of  which  it  was  the 
third  in  order*  For  this  testimony  of  Athanasius,  you 
lefer  yoar  reader  to  Athanasius's  defence  of  the  Alexan- 
drine Dionysiusy  where  you  think  you  find  a  confession 
oftwoveiy  important  circumstances :  that  the  apostles 
used  great  caution  in  divulging  the  doctrine  of  the  pro* 
per  divinity  of  Christ  j  and  that  the  occasion  of  this 
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caution^  was  the  prevalency  of  a  contrary  persnaskm 
among  the  first  Hebrew  Christians. 

S,  In  opposition  to  thb,  I  took  upon  me  to  assure  the 
Beverend  assembly  which  I  had  the  honour  to  address, 
that  no  mention  of  the  caution  of  the  apostles,  w  of  the 
heterodoxy  of  the  first  Jewish  Glu-istians,  lai  to  be  found 
in  the  defence  of  Dionysius— I  believe  I  might  have 
added,  ita  atay  p«irt  of  the  Writings  of  Aflianashis, 

S#  Ton  have  now,  Sir,  in  your  fiourth  letter,  produced 
tlm  passage  from  the  defence  of  Dionysius,  in  which 
you  conceive  that  these  important  secrets  are  lietrayed : 
this  pasAge,  you  say,  you  ^^  only  abridged  before^^^-* 
{I  atii  sorry,  Sir,  to  remind  yoi^  that  the  manner  in 
Which  your  abridgments  are  managed,  has  appeared  in 
other  instances.)  Ton  abridged  it  before,  but  now  you 
^*  give  a  larger  portion  of  it  at  full  length  i^  not  the 
whdle,  by  yow  6wn  confession  i  ^  for  tlie  whole  is  mnch 
4oo  long  to  transcribe.'^  Pardon  me,  Sir,  if  I  add^  that 
the  whole,  were  it  transcribed,  would  justify  the  sum* 
maty  which  I  have  given  of  it  in  my  Ghai^ :  it  would 
prove,  that  the  example  of  the  apostles  is  allc^^  for 
tiie  purpose  which  I  assign,  and  in  the  manner  which  I 
mention :  it  would  prove,  therefbre,  that  this  '^  Itirger 
portion,"  which  you  have  given,  ^^  at  full  length,''  is 
nothing  to  your  purpose.  But  to  bring  the  matter  to  a 
short  issue,  I  will  set  the  general  scope  rf  the  discourse 
quite  out  bf  the  question :  I  will  take  the  particular 
porHon,  which  you  have  produced,  by  itself,  as  you  de- 
sire it  should  be  taken :  and  1  will  show,  <hs[t  evA 
thus  taken,  it  will  give  no  support  to  your  asserSenS, 

*  Letlen  to  Dr  Htf iley,  p.  3i. 
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vidioat  a  siQgplar  constroctioii  of  cttta^i  wotds  and 
phnaes^  mrbich  cannot  be  a<)iaitted» 

4.  'neaI«W^Uw^d9VakeoEGl^l9<i44a^all; 
f  WM  «{  K^SWN^;  a  vvttt  obiMxiocui  to  9i#^riiip.. 
Waa  ii  that  t^  9f0(|tlea  w«ra  in  the  se^tipiieata  of  Ari« 
as  ?  No  soph.  ^¥.1^  ^  Bat  this  ibej  did;  as  wise  mas- 
ttr-l^qikl^iia  a*4  ft^wax^a,  of  the  mysteries  of  Gtod; 
aud  th^  tM^  t;^  ^eqios^fi!.  pretepjce  fo^  ^  > . .  . , .  ,^^» 
l^tpi^  9ic^  a  fg^Qm|9ixtf~ijfhat  dp  \  heajr?  A  spoons  pr^r 
igs^y^  ^k  i^ !  Vof  what?  ^^  ^ing  a^s  wise  9pa9ter-buiU 
^erf .  W4  9^«wv^s(  of  tl^p  ipyst^ieisi  of  ^od— Ar^  spe- 
^oaft  preteocef  ij^e^ded  theA  for  wi^a  coaduct?  Or  were 
flie  apostles  men  to  qiake  pifet^aces  ?  Boi^ly  this  is  the 
Vmgywgp  (^  V9i.  Pti^iftlcy,  not  o(  A-thaaasiua.  ^e 
thought  wofQ  jey^rei^ly  q^  the  apastles— let  him  ap«a!li; 

tl^  flfnae  of  «u^?  Th9  t^ue  Q.iwk  word  fo?  p*«tonc6^ 
«  iVHKr^r  avd  ^w  had  this  word  heea  used^  the, 
«^gact«(e  ^Ai|y«f  woqld  have^  earned  it  away  from  thatj 
hMB  meaning;  which  is  inseparable  from  the  English 
iKor^s  9gfciaM  preimice^.'^  for  iuhty^  is  not  $peci(ni9  i^ 
Ifn^  Blngtish  sense :  it  may  he  applied  to  any  th^ig  ti^ 
9Si0.apflcies  c^miiur  konesUf  bot  it  is  net  mere  seem- 
ing— ^had  Athanashis  meant  to  say^  that  the  apostles. 
had  a  specious  pretence  only  for  their  conduct;  the 
ad|active  must  have  been  fri^aroc.    He  must  have  said; 

ual  wfpfoffif  Ttfx  i9)(p9  m^cerifr— -or^  ncti  mk  ii^^cK999  rim  iff^^^f 

0.  The  war4  cmIioi  hath  twa  principal  senses ;  a  phSt 
osopUcaL  and  a  popular :  either  of  Uie  two  may  suit 

■  *         III     >    ail— — wyi— lyi— *—  ■  — — —     ■  I  ^— — — — i^— nwi 
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this  place;  amongst  the  philosophers^  it  signifies  a 
eaase^  in  any  one  of  thB  four  kinds  of  causes ;  the  ma* 
terial^  the  efficient^  the  formal^  or  the  final :  hence  it 
comes  to  signify  a  motive^  motives  being  final  causes^ 
considered  in  their  relation  to  the  mind  of  a  rational 
agent  Thns  Plato,  speaking  of  the  Creator's  motive^ 
for  a  particular  arrangement  of  the  heavenly  bodies,  ra  E* 

aKKcij  ii  %n  Kol  %i  ac  *AITIAS  iifv^etl^.  tWtt  twJi$9i  waaroF  frc* 

in  TinuBo.    Again^  %ml  Sir  rwt  AITIAN  xc?  rvv  noyiv/coy 

7'0irSf  \f  ikov  iS  airtohf  mx7nrfltr»,   til  THnUBO.      A  mo* 

iive  may  be  either  good  or  bad^  but  atlta  ^v^9y•c  can  be 
only  good — ^it  must  be  a  wise  and  honourable  motive  $ 
or^  in  plain  English,  a  good  reason. 

6.  Ailictj  in  the  rhetorical  or  popular  sense^  answeni 
to  the  English  word  eafue^  in  its  forensick  meaning : 
it  signifies  an  action  or  suit  at  law^  or  a  criminal  in^Kcii 
ment :  in  this  sense  illta  wKpyt  is  a  cause  fairly  defen* 
eible,  upon  a  just  and  honourable  ple&— I  am  inclined 
to  prefer  this  sense  of  the  word^  in  this  place^  because 
the  verb  ixy^i  is  in  the  present  time^  when  the  preceding 
and  the  following,  are  in  the  past :  ^^  if  the  conduct  of 
the  apostles  should  be  at  any  time  questioned^  they  have 
a  fair  and  substantial  plea.''  This  may  still  be  expres. 
sed  in  English  by  a  good  reason.  This  therefore  is  the 
proper  English  phrase  to  convey  the  holy  fiitber's 
meaning,  whether  tiltx  be  taken  in  its  philosophical^  or 
in  its  popular  sense. 

7.  Now,  Sir,  if  for  specwus  pretence  you  will  be 
pleased  to  substitute  good  reason ;  you  will  find  that 
this  passage,  even  in  your  own  translation,  will  afford 
BO  ground  for  the  inferences  you  would  build  upon  it : 
Athanasiua  proceeds  to  show  what  this  good  ireasoo 
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was ;  and  he  cammeiidB  the  great  sagacity  which  was 
dispUyed^  in  the  condoct  of  the  apostles. 
•  8.  The  deficiencies  of  your  translation,  I  must 
however  confess,  are  abundantly  compensated  in  yonr 
comment  $  ^^  I  now  have  produced  the  passage/'  yon 
my,  ^^  and  have  pointed  out  a  word,  triz.  vufunc^  which, 
in  the  connexion  in  wluch  it  stands,  can  bear  no  oth* 
er  sense  than  caution,  and  great  caution  ;  fudcL  9roKxn( 
fvnnmT  — — ."•  Sir,  may  I  ask  in  what  lexicon  (you 
mimt  excuse  me,  if  I  suspect  that  you  are  used  to 
take  the  senses  of  Greek  words  from  ordinary  lexi- 
cons-*) in  what  lexicon,  good  or  bad,  have  you  found 
that  9vn9if  in  any  connexion,  may  stand  for  cauHan  f 
It  IS  literally  the  meeting  or  coming  together  of  differ- 
•at  things :  and  applied  to  the  mind,  it  is  properly  that 
&culty,  or  that  act  of  the  mind,  by  which  it  bringfli 
things  together,  and  compares  them,  and  forms  a  rea- 
dy judgment  of  fitnesses  and  discongruities.  It  is  ex. 
pounded  by  the  ancient  Greek  lexicographers,  who  best 
understood  their  own  language,  to  be  the  ^^  knowledge 
«f  comparables  and  incomparables ;  or  a  ready  foUow- 
ing  of  the  mind,  quickly  brining  together  the  notions 
of  things,  readily  discovering  what  is  proper  and  beseem* 
ing  to  each.''t  .  Plato  says  more  concisely,  9vftwo[$ 
meaos  that  the  mind  goes  ahng  with  things.]:  Sagacity 
is  the  English  word,  which  nnist  nearly  renders  the 
eame  idea — PrudencB^  the  word  which  you  have  used 
in  your  translation,  may  be  bom ;  but  the  idea  which  it 
l^nros,  is  rather  simSar,  than  the  same.     Ton  have 


*  mten  to  Or  Honlej,  p.  45. 
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gbawuy  ycm  say,  <<  front  tiie  whole  tour  of  tlte  db « 
course;  that  Athanasius  ooqld  have  inteoded  nothing; 
else  than  to  describe  ^mr  pmdrace^  or  exte«e  caa* 
iion.'^*  PrudBweBf  or  evioBflML  caution  f  Bo  yoa  leal^ 
Huok;  Sir^  that  prudence  and  oaution  in  ttie  BaB^"^ 
Ifuigaage  ase  synonymoas  ?  If  that  he  yont  o{dnion;  I 
must  b^  that  one  or  both  ef  these  wmds  nay  got  inta 
^  gbwa^it  ud  be  declaied  equivalent.  C^onlnni  in 
indeed  sonetiQies  used  abuswdy  fqc  diioretiemf  hak  ba 
its  froper  aenssp  it  canaea  «tbit  th^  notion  of  aowa 
dishonest  art :  and  cautioDy  in  a  teachw  or  diqpntani^ 
always  denotes  an  artful  provi«i<m  by  sone  diphomeot 
mmrve^  for  the  sucsesa  of  doctrioAor  of  aq;ninenti.  la 
the  present  casi^  if  yon  use  the  word  vithont  afflxing 
totit  the  qotien  of  ceooeafanett^  it  i(iU  not  ae^a  jma 
j^urpose;  bnt  nothing  of  coneealnient  ie  in^liad  in  tbn 
Gxeek  word-rAthansMoa  extok  the  segMsii^:  of  ttm 
Ajposdea :  thrar  cautioa  ho  newr  menttenai 

(L  Still,  yon  wiU  insist  that  ho  descriheif  the  thiag^ 
(hough  lie  may  not  hay^  oaQedit  by  iia  piopar  nsnn» 
(^  He  evidsntty^  yopi  «y^  4sea  not  lepsfnant  ^ponl  an 
deferring  ttie  contsMndr^tfan  of  the  dfyitrhin  ef  the  di« 
vitti^  of  Ohost^  on  aooonnjk  of  ka  being  nnina  OQUvoni* 
enAy  ti^Q^  afterwardsi  as  part  of  a  system  of  fiu^; 
^t  oaly^  lo^t  it  should  haye  givrai  oflbnoe  to  the  Jienm;^! 
I  oannott  read  this  sentence  without  astouahnienty  uAeo 
I  turn  back  to  the  quctetton,  and  ftnd  that  yon  bavn 
fairly  produced  the  passage^  in  iriiich  Athanasina^  in 
your  own  trauaUtion^  aa  wnUas  in  the  origjlnal^  aHQmrni 

•  Letters  to  Dr  Honlef  ,  p.  4S.  f  Soe  Hi*  M^« 
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ttiat  wh&t  related  to  oar  Lotd'B  humanity^  wiur  taught 
finty  for  no  oflier  readOA,  but  that  the  doctrine  of  hik 
flivinity  might  be  taught  afterwards,  with  more  effect. 
The  desire  of  instructing  the  Jewis,  not  the  feat  of  offea^ 
ding  fheili^  wai  the  inotf ve  with  the  apostles^  for  pro- 
poiihaKlg  Ifarfljl  What  wU  the  easiest  to  be  understood 
fend  the  moM  lilcely  fo  bb  iidndtted. 

10.  Bolt  Irtiatever  (he  molive  may  have  fcfeen  with 
ttde  ap^esiles^  for  their  cotfdttet,  you  insist  that  the  fadt 
Was^  that  the  doctrine  of  the  Trini^  was  not  divulged 
bj  afedi :  and  c(f  irtiis  yon  thinh:  yon  flvd  a  proof  in  this 
fMMMige  of  Afliadacdus;  ik  wMoh  yon  think  it  is  con^ 
feisedy  that  the  apostles^  in  the  openuig  dT  tiiehr  hiinis- 
ttjr,  ^Mto  very  reserved  npon  this  artide  $  «nd  yon  oh- 
ittV^  ittd  I  thi^  not  Improperly^  thrit  (he  reasons  fbr 
ttiitt  MM^  (it  they  bver  sobsisted)  would  operate  tiH 
wUiilli  a  Short  timb  «ff  the  diiqpersion  and  death  cf  flie 
iq^osi^es.  Whence  yon  conclude^  that  if  ever  they  di<- 
imlgBd  this  dootrinfe^  it  nilist  )iave  been  at  so  late  a  pe« 
fiody  thflft  Hib  elmrchy  in  conseqoence  of  theh*  former 
sQeofce  npon  the  snbjest^  most  have  been  fixed  in  tlie 
^dbtrary  perMmslon.* 

11.  ^t  what  tf  ihe  tenndal^  of  this  whole  aign- 
netit  shotdd  be  rdttKn?  What  if  the  whole  should  be 
built  on  a  raisinterprelatSon  of  Atfaanasius  ?  Athanasins 
aSrms  not^  that  tte  apostles^  in  any  period  of  their 
ninistry^  kept  the  dioctrine  c^  oor  Lord's  divinity  a 
necret ;  or  that  tbiey  w^re  reserved  npon  ibis,  or  any 
article  of  &i(h,  with  ^se  who  were  so  far  converted  sb 
to  be  catechumens.    Ifi  Itteir  trst  publick  sermons^  ad- 
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dressed  to  tbe  anbelieying  moltitade,  they  wen  content 
to  maintain,  that  Jesus,  whom  the  Jews  had  crucified^ 
was  risen  from  the  dead ;  without  touching  his  divinity 
otherwise,  than  in  remote  allusions :  but  to  sopposey  that 
they  carried  their  converts  no  greater  lengthy  is  to  sop* 
pose  that  their  private  instruction  was  not  more  parti* 
cularthan  their  publick:  for  this,  yon  will  find  little 
support  in  Athanasius ;  or  in  Ghiysostom  $  who  is  cal« 
led  upon,  to  corroborate  the  ailment  from  tbe  conoes* 
sions  of  Athanasius. 

48.  But  whatever  the  doctrine  of  the  apostles  mig^ 
be;  or  whatever  opinion  Athanasius^  or  Chrysostom, 
might  entertain  concerning  it ;  Athanasius,  it  seems  ac« 
knowledges,  that  the  first  Jewish  Ghristians  were  Uiii« 
-tarians.  Oi  rolt  IvSa^i,  <^The  Jews  of  that  time,''  cnr^ 
^The  then  Jews,"  is  the  name,  by  whicb  the  persons 
are  described,  who  are  said  to  have  holden  the  errone- 
ous belief  of  the  mere  humanity  of  the  Messiah.  Now, 
Sir,  if  ^^  The  then  Jews/'  Oi  ro7t  IvScmi ,  may  denote 
Jewish  Ghristians,  will  you  be  pleased  to  inform  me^ 
what  more  precise  expressions  the  holy  father  might 
have  found,  in  the  whole  compass  of  the  Oreek^  lan- 
guage, to  denote  genuine  Jewish  Jews,  had  he  had  oc- 
casion to  mention  them?  But  the  verbs,  it  seems,  ^^  in 
that  part  of  the  passage  which  mentions,  Christ  being 
come  of  the  seed  of  Damd^  and  the  wari  being  made 
fleshy  are  not  in  the  future  tenseJ^^  In  thb  remark, 
Sir,  I  cannot  but  admire  the  singular  cauiian  of  the  ex^ 
pression,  <<  The  verbs—- are  not  in  the  future  tense.'' 
It  is  true,  they  are  not :  but  the  most  important  of  these 
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Tetb«9  in  that  pprt  of  the  pasBage  which  mentioBS  the 
Messiah's  comings  although  it  be  not  io  the  future  foroi^ 
aurries  a  future  siguificatiou — ^it  is  in  the  infinitive  mood 
of  the  present  tense ;  which  often  denotes  an  instant 
futurity^  but  never  denotes  time^  either  long  since,  or 
JQSt  now^  past:  this  obtains  in  all  the  Greek  verbs, 
but  piirticularly  in  the  verb  if x^/cai  ;  which,  not  only  by 
use,  but  naturally,  involves  a  notion  of  futurity  even 
in  the  present  tense.    Er^/^/^^r  ror  Xfirer  ^ms  tu^^wr^f 

f/i%i$^ ifXf^ai,    *<They  thought  the  Christ  was  a- 

coming  as  a  meoe  man  only,^^  This  expression  re« 
|6C9  io  the  Messiah  not  as  cone,  but  as  coming :  ano. 
ther  verb,  I  coitfess,  which  relates  to  the  incarnation  of 
ths  Word,  is  in  a  preterite  tense,>'Sf  in  My^c  99fi  iyir^9 
Srifftiw.  ^^  Neither  believed  they,  that  the  word  iros 
mads  flesh.''  i  ^^oc  raf  |  ly^t/l^,  ^^  the  word  was  made 
-fleth,''  these  are  the  words  in  which  Bt  John  mentions 
4he  iocaraation.  The  holy  father,  it  is  likely,  chose  to 
nee  the  very  words  of  the  evangelist,  in  ^pieafcing  of  this 
migstMy ;  and  for  that  reason,  he  may  have  sacrificed 
josMwhat  of  the  accnracy  of  his  syntax  to  the  exactness 
€fi  bis  quotation.  The  passage  should  be  printed  thus : 
Ji^^ln  i  A^9f  ^«e jl  lyuilo  Iwt^Mf.  In  this  grammatical 
Itfgcment,  yonr  prudence  appears,  not  only  in  the  very 
goavded  expressions,  in  which  you  have  stiUed  it ;  hot 
in  the  declaration,  with  which  it  is  prefaced,  that  yon 
deaiie  to  lay  no  great  stress  upon  it  What  yon  have 
W9pect  to  in  this  passage,  ^^  is  the  obvions  general  tenor 
aod  spirit  of  it :''«  indeed.  Sir,  yon  would  do  well  tp 
be  cautions,  upon  all  occasions,  how  you  handle  these 
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briars  of  criticism :  let  as  retom  then  to  the  general 
tenor  of  the  passage. 

18.  Ton  know.  Sir,  that  Jews  are  twice  mentioned 
in  it  <^  The  Jews  of  that  age  being  deceived  them- 
selves^ and  having  deceived  the  Gentiles.'^    And  again, 

<^  — «-  the  blessed  apostles taught  what  related  to 

the  humanity  6f  our  Saviour  to  the  Jews."  Is  it  year 
opinion,  Bir,  that  they  are  the  same,  or  different  personsi, 
who  are  mentioned  nndor  the  name  of  Jews,  in  these 
two  different  clanses  ?  If  they  are  different  persons,  I 
desire  to  know,  what  circumstance  or  note  of  difference, 
you  find  in  the  author's  expressions  ?  If  you  find  none, 
on  what  is  your  opinion  of  a  difference  founded  ?  Or,  not 
to  entangle  you  again  in  grammatical  disquisitions,  I 
will  for  a  moment  suppose  the  persons  diffbrent,  woA 
desire  you  to  show  me*  what  will  then  be  the  sense  or 
coherence  of  the  writer's  argument?  If  you  allow,  that 
ttie  same  persons  are  designed  in  both  places  under  the 
same  name ;  I  must  desire  you  to  remark,  that  the 
Jews,  mentioned  in  the  second  instance,  were  persons 
who  were  ^'  at  any  rate  to  be  persuaded  (at  any  rote, 
that  is  the  force  of  ox^c  which  you  have  erroneoosly 
rendered  by  the  word  /uffy)  at  any  rate  to  be  persoa* 
ded,  from  the  actual  state  of  things^  and  from  the  evi- 
dence of  the  miracles  which  had  been  wronghty  that  the 
Christ  was  come.*"  Gould  these,  Sir,  be  converted 
Jews  ?  Could  they  be  already  Christians,  in  whom  this 
general  persuasion,  ^^  that  tbe  Christ  was  come,"  was 
yet  to  be  wrought  ?  Wanting  this  persuasion,  they  were 


*  iM  «M«  imrmfiK  mlhtt  m  tm  fw^fom  W  ymfmm  nfom. 


LET.  XL  TO  DR  PRIBSTIfY. 


803 

clearly  Jews^  whose  convenion  was  not  yet  began ;  and 
of  the  same  description^  since  they  were  indeed  the  very 
same  persons,  were  the  Jews,  to  whom  it  is  impuledi 
that  they  held  the  erroneous  belief  of  the  Messiah^s 
mere  hamanity,  and  that  they  spread  the  like  error 
among  Uie  Gtentiles. 

14.  Bat  the  Gentiles,  you  say,  who  were  thus  misled, 
mast  have  been  Christian  Gentiles ;  and  by  consequence 
the  Jews,  who  misled  them,  were  Jewish  Christians.* 
But,  Sir,  whence  is  the  certainty  that  Christian  Gen- 
tiles were  intended  by  Athanasias  ?  It  hangs  upon  this 
principle,  that  to  any  other  Gentiles,  the  whole  doc- 
trine of  a  Messiah  mast  have  been  uninteresting.f 
Bare  you  forgotten.  Sir,  have  you  never  known,  or 
would  yoa  deny,  what  is  not  denied  by  candid  injEldels, 
that  tbe  expectatioii  of  a  great  deliverer,  or  benefactor 
of  nmnkind,  was  universal  even  in  the  Gentile  world, 
aboat  the  time  of  .our  Ziord's  appearance?  If  you  ac- 
knowledge this,  where  is  the  improbability,  that  the 
general  opinion  concerning  this  personage,  should  be 
modified  by  the  opinions  which  prevailed  in  Judea, 
which  was  the  centre  of  the  tradition  ?  especially  when 
it  is  considered,  that  the  proselytes  of  the  gate,  made 
an  easy  channel  of  communication,  between  the  Jews 
and  the  idolatrous  Gentiles!  but  whatever  you  may 
be  disposed  to  grant,  or  to  deny,  this  argument  is  easily 
inverted^  and  turned  against  you.  It  hath  been  shown, 
that  none  but  Jew  Jews  can  he  intended  by  Athan9sius, 
when  he  speaks  of  the  Jews  as  misleaders  of  the  Gen« 
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(iles-^lh^y  Tt^Afe  G^htilt  Oedtilei,  (bet^fore,  who  were 
iiisled ;  fbr^  from  iinbelkviftg  lews^  Chriatiaus  of  the 
Gentiles  wotild  hardly  take  instruction^ 

10.  Your  last  rei^ourde  is,  to  flto  for  nhelter  to  Uio 
duthority  of  Beatawbre.  ^^  The  learned  Beausobre^  ft 
Trinitarian,  and  therefore  an  unexceptionable  judge  in 
this  case,  quofin^  thia  v6ry  passage,  does  not  hesitate 
to  pronounce,  ttiat  they  were  bi^lieving  Jews,  who  wet* 
intended  by  the  writer.''^  It  i^  for  ytm>  8!r^  to  jadge^ 
t^hat  defetence  is  due  from  you  to  the  authority  of  Beau^ 
sobre,  for  my  own  part,  I  shall  not  aflfect  a  flUtideM;^ 
whicli  I  feel  not^  when  the  sense  of  a  Oreek  sebteiiod  il 
the  thing  in  question,  if  I  have  the  writer  upitti  tily  o^ 
shelf,  or  can  find  him  upon  my  friend^s,  it  is^  not  ttfileh 
itay  practice  to  stand  bowing  at  a  distance  to  amtkorltite ; 
unless  indeed  it  be  the  authoHty  of  a  Gasauboti,  a  Sba^ 
liger,  or  a  Bentley :  but  these  iMft  Would  biu^  6t 
they  wofrid  st6ttn>  it  yonr  Mt«nipll  t*  MMtrtie  Ottek-, 
With  Beausobre  it  jwt  etbow".  Ifo  eonbttee  Bietfk ! 
I  fear,  Bit,  Hkef  would  MA  but  KghtlJ^  of  yom"  Lafift 
eruditioti,  flfter  the  sjf^imfen  which  yon  have  ^vett  «P 
it,  in  your  atfeih^t  to  Wrest  ftoih  iny  lekmed  Ally,  hib 
strong  argument  for  the  diflTererice  Which  we  assert,  ih 
articles  of  faCith,  bbtWeete  the  Nazatenres  atid  the  Bbion^. 
ites.  The  feats  of  criticism  which  you  have  performed 
for  this  purpose,  tipon  certain  plain  wordig  of  Jemthe,t 
to  draw  them  from  the  only  meatthig  of  which  they 
are  capable,  had  you  bet$ti  a  WestminstOlr  man,  Weft 
enough  to  biing  old  Bttsby  from  his  grave :  bu^alais! 
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Sir^  you  are  not  to  be  peraaaded^  tbongb  one  should 
rise  from  the  dead.  I  trust  our  readers  are  persuaded^ 
that  the  argumeut  from  Athanasius*  was^  with  great 
justice  and  propriety^  placed  among  my  specimens  c^ 
InsofEkient  proof. 

I  am^  ^c. 

u  mr  '   *       '  *••* i_rt  >       -     .      ..^     ^   -  -   ,-A  ^^ 

VI  uR  mcniNnm  oi  vowr  wnisn^  dj  wdior  Ltr  i  nesucj  meiiipci  w  cob* 
firm  lui  afgiuMat  frotti  AtkuMMMy  tee  the  tenth  tf  Ini  ieebad  Lettttv  to  ae, 
led  my  Bemarks  apbn  his  Kcond  Letten^  Put  H.  e*  i.  tea.  10--*14w 
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In  Reply  to  Dr  PriesUefs  ffth  ;  in  whidi  he  mavt$ 
certain  chronological  difficuUies.'^Himoelf  cki^ 
concerned  to  find  the  solution. — Hie  qneetion  divided. 
— The  divinity  qf  our  Lord^  preached  from  the  very 
heginningf  by  the  aposHee. — 8t  Stephen  a  martyr  to 
this  doctrine. — lEe  dying  ejaculaiione  juetify  ihe 
worship  of  Christ. — Christ  deifisd  in  tAe  iiary  qf 
8t  PavPs  conversion. — The  divinity  of  Jesus  ackow^ 
ledged  by  the  apostles,  from  the  time  when  ihey  oe- 
JenowUdgei  him  for  the  Messiah.^^Jirotions  qf  a 
Trinity  f  and  qf  ihe  Deity  qf  the  Messiah^  cwrrent 
among  the  Jews  in  the  daye  qfour  Saviowr. 

JOBJiM  SIM. 

IN  yoar  fifth  letter,  yon  call  upon  me  to  assigii  the 
particular  time,  when  the  knowledge  of  our  Lord's  di- 
Tinity,  which,  in  the  persuasion,  that  the  apostles  were 
taxed  by  the  fathers  with  a  reserve  upon  the  subject, 
you  are  pleased  to  call  *^  the  great  secret  of  Ghrist  be- 
ing not  a  mere  man,  but  the  eternal  God  ;"*  you  call 
upon  me  to  assign  the  time,  when  this  great  secret  <<  was 
communicated  first  to  the  apostles,  and  then  by  ttiem  to 
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the  body  of  Ghristiaiis/'*  Yoa  ^^  request  my  opinion^ 
upon  this  question,  witb  a  certain  air  of  triumph,  vt^hich 
seems  to  imply,  that,  in  your  apprehension,  I  most  be 
much  at  a  loss  to  frame  an  opinion  upon  it,  which  may 
be  consistent  with  my  creed.  But  the  truth  is,  that 
yoa  are  yourself  the  person  most  concerned  to  find  the 
solution.  Or,  to  express  myself  more  accurately,  the 
question  splits  into  two,  of  which,  the  one  concerns  not 
me,  and  the  other  concerns  not  either  of  us. 

2.  When  was  the  doctrine  of  our  Lord's  divinity,  first 
published  in  the  church  by  the  apostles  ? 

8.  When  was  the  knowledge  of  the  thing,  first  con- 
Teyed  to  the  minds  of  the  apostles  themselves  ? 

4!u  These,  Sir,  are  two  distinct  questions.  Of  the 
firsts  it  is  your  concern,  not  mine,  to  seek  the  solution : 
for  since  1  have  clearly  traced  the  belief  of  Christ's  pro- 
per deity  up  to  the  apostolick  age ;  unless  you  can  as- 
fflign  the  particular  epocha  of  the  publication,  I  have  a 
right  to  conclude,  that  it  was  a  part  of  the  veiy  earliest 
doctrine :  nay,  if  you  should  even  be  able  to  assign 
some  later  time  of  its  commencement,  yet  since  that  time 
must  fall  within  the  compass  of  the  apostolick  age,  to 
which  you  are  limited,  by  virtue  of  my  proof  from  the 
epistle  of  St  Barnabas,  a  question  might  indeed  arise, 
which  might  be  of  difficult  resolution — why  was  this 
doctrine,  for  a  certain  time,  kept  back  ?  But  this  diffi- 
culty would  not  shake  the  credit  of  the  doctrine ;  fw 
since  there  is  no  reason  to  suppose,  that  any  of  the 
apostles,  having  once  received  the  light  of  inspiration, 
were,  in  any  future  period  of  their  lives,  deprived  of  it, 
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«ay  doctviM  published  by  theni^  claikna  implicit  credit, 
whatever  might  be  the  time  of  its  first  publication.  4- 
idisc^^rery  that  St  John  had  made^  in  the  last  moments  of 
Us  life,  had  been  equally  to  be  believedi  as  any  thing 
Ihat  St  Peter  preached^  in  his  first  sermon^  on  the  day 
of  Pentecoast  Ton  will  therefore  choose  your  own 
epocha^  for  the  discovery  of  <^  the  great  secref  PUce 
ity  where  it  best  may  please  you  in  the  apostolick  age ; 
I  will  hold  no  argument  with  you  upon  the  sidbject :  In 
mj  own  congregations,  1  shall  think  it  my  duty  to  bear 
my  witness^  that,  from  the  very  beginning  of  tbp  gospel, 
the  thii^  had  been  no  secret :  for  proof  Irom  boly 
writ,  I  shall  have  recourse  to  those  very  pnssagp»  of  the 
jqiostolicli  histoly^  from  which  you  draw  the  contrary 
inference.  1  shall  remind  my  hearers,  that  in  St  Peter'lB 
Jrst  publick  sermon,  when  it  was  reasonable  to  keep 
io  the  general  assertion,  fliat  Jesus  was  the  Messiah, 
lather  than  to  enter  into  the  particulars  which  that  cba* 
racter  might  involve;  allusions  are  nevertheless  osed, 
which  discover,  that  the  mind  of  the  speaker  was  strong- 
ly impressed  with  notions,  which  it  was  his  polii^  to 
conceal.  I  shall  particularly  desire  them  to  remsurk, 
that  it  is  said  of  our  Lord  Jesus,  that  ^'  it  was  not  |iqs- 
sible  that  he  should  be  holden  of  death  :'^*  the  expics* 
sions  clearly  imply  a  physical  impossibUi^ :  I  shaU  bid 
them  observe,  tlmt  the  gpeat  mirade  <tf  that  day  is  said 
to  be,  an  exertion  of  the  power  of  Jesus  exalted  by 
God's  right  hand  if  and  I  shall  maintaiui  that  tiie  three 
persons  are  distinctly  mentioned,  in  a  manner  which 
implies  the  divinity  of  each,  <^  Jesus-<*being  by  the  right 
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hand  of  God  exalted^  and  having  received^  of  the  Fatheif 
tiie  promise  of  the  Holy  Ghost''*— of  the  Father — ifatfi 
Wirfl^f#c.~^7%^  Father:  the  substantive^  with  the  article 
prefixed,  df^rihes  a  person,  whose  character  it  is  to  bd 
the  Fatheir — ^Paternity  is  the  property^  which  indivL> 
daates-ihe  person :  but  from  whom  is  the  first  principiti 
ihos  dirtinguished  ?  From  his  creatures?  From  them  hi 
were  more  signiflcantly  distinguished  by  the  name  of 
6k>d*  Not  ^nerally  therefore  from  his  creatures,  but 
^articulsrlyy  Irom  th<i  two  other  persons  mentioned  in 
flie  sitmie  perit)d^Jesus  and  the  Holy  GhosL  And 
[fioce  this  bt  his  distinction,  that  he  is  the  Father  of  thai 
601I5  Arom  Whom,  t<^ther  with  himself,  the  Holy  Ghost^ 
lirooBeds ;  it  follows,  that  the  int^val,  between  him  and 
ibteitay  is  no  more  than  relation  may  create ;  that  thd 
lirfaole  difference  lies  in  p^isonal  ^stinctions,  not  inr 
^bsfebtial  qualities.  Thus  I  will  ever  rcfason,  Sir,  for 
dm  edidcaiion  of  my  own  flock,  bnt  with  little  hope  of 
ylMlt  conviction  from  St  Peter's  first  sermon. 

tt.  1  shall  always  insist,  Sir,  that  the  blessed  Slepheit 
^ed'  a  martyr  to*  the  dbitt  of  Christ  The  accusationi 
against  him,  you  say,  was  ^^  his  speaking  blasphemous 
tteh^  against  the  temple  and  the  lawf'^ — ^you  have  for- 
gotten to  add'  the  charge  of  blasphemy  <^  against  Moseif 
atid  against  (}od:" j:  The  blasphemy  against  the  tern* 
jfte  and  the  law^,  probably  consisted  in  a  prediction,  that 
Che  t^n^e  was^  to  be  destroyed,  and  the  ritual  law,  of 
cbtirse,  abolishcfd :  the  blasphemy  a^nst  Moses,  wbm 
pVotiably' his  assertion,  that' the  authority  of  Moses  was 
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inferior  to  that  of  Christ :  bat  what  could  be  the  blas- 
phemy against  Gtod  ?  What  was  there  in  the  doctrine 
of  the  apostles^  which  could  be  interpreted  as  blasphemy 
against  Ood^  except  it  was  this,  that  they  ascribed  di- 
vinity to  one,  who  had  suffered  pnblickly  as  a  malefiM:* 
tor — that  this  was  the  blessed  Stephen's  crime,  none 
can  doubti  who  attends  to  the  conclosion  of  the  story. 
He.  '^  looked  op  stedfastly  into  heaven/'  says  the  in« 
spired  historian^  ^'  and  saw  the  gloty  of  God/'  [that  is, 
he  saw  the  splendour  of  the  Shechinah,  for  that  is  what  is 
meani^  when  the  glory  of  God  is  mentioned  as  some- 
thing  to  be  seen,]  <^  and  Jesus  standing  on  the  right  hand 
of  God''^ — He  saw  the  man,  Jesus,  in  the  midst  of  this 
divine  light :  his  declaring  what  he  saw,t  the  Jewish 
rabble  understood,  as  an  assertion  of  the  divinity  of 
Jesus :  they  stopped  their  ears ;  they  overpowered  his 
voice  with  ttieir  own  clamours ;  and  they  hurried  him  out 
of  the  city,  to  inflict  upon  him  the  deatb^  which  the  law 
appointed  for  blasphemers.}  Be  died,  as  he  had  lived, 
attesting  the  deity  of  our  crucified  Master.  His  last 
breath  was  uttered  in  a  prayer  to  Jesus,  first  for  himself 
and  then  for  his  murderers.  ^<  They  stoned  Stephen, 
calling  upon  Chdf  and  saying,  Lord  Jesus  receive  my 
spirit — and  he  cried  with  a  loud  voice^  Lord,  lay  not 
this  ain  to  their  charg9.''||  It  is  to  be  noted,  that  the 
word  God  is  not  in  the  original  text,  which  might  bo 
better  rendered,  thus ;  <^  They  stoned  Stephen,  invoca- 
ting  and  saying,  &c.''  Jesus  therefore  was  the  Gk>d, 
whom  the  dying  martyr  invocated  in  his  last  ago- 
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ales ;  when  men  are  apt  to  pray,  with  the  utmost  sen- 
oasness^  to  him  whom  they  conceive  the  mightiest  to 
save. 

6.  It  seems  the  holy  Stephen,  fall^  as  we  are  infonn* 
ed  he  was  in  those  trying  moments,  of  the  Holy  Ghost^ 
was  not  in  the  opinion  which  yon  are  pleased  to  impute 
to  me ;  but  you  will  observe,  that  I  disclum  it,  that 
^^the  proper  object  of  prayer,  is  God  the  Father.''* 
This^  you  tell  me,  1  cannot  but  acknowledge.  That 
the  Father  is  a  proper  object  of  prayer,  God  forbid  that 
ever  I  should  not  acknowledge :  that  he  is  ike  proper 
object^  in  the  sense  in  which  you  seem  to  make  the  as- 
sertion, in  prejudice  and  exclusion  of  the  other  persons^ 
God  forbid  that  ever  I  shouM  concede :  I  deny  not,  that 
there  is  an  honour  personally  due  to  him  as  the  Father; 
there  is  also  an  honour  personally  due  to  the  Son,  as 
the  Son ;  and  to  the  Spirit,  as  the  Spirit :  but  our 
knowledge  of  the  personal  distinctions  is  so  obscure,  in 
comparison  ofour  apprehension  of  the  general  attributes 
of  the  Godhead;  that  it  should  seem,  tlUit  the  Divinity 
[the  TO  ^ifor]'  is  rather  to  be  generally  worshipped,  in  the^ 
three  persons  jointly  and  indifferently,  than  that  any 
distinct  honours  are  to  be  offered  to  each  separately* 
Prayer^  however,  for  succour  against  external  perse- 
cution, seems  addressed  with  partienlar  propriety  to 
the  Son. 

7*  When  you  deny,  not  only  that  any  precept,,  but 
that  any  proper  example  is  to  be  found  in  Scripture  to 
authorise  the  practice  ;t  you  seem  to  have  fDrgotteu,  be- 
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i)d«  many  otlier  passages^  tbe  imtial  aalutaiioiia  <^  Bt 
f^^V^  fpiaflcf:  St  Btepjien's  ^<  short  f^jaculatory  ad- 
dress''  you  bad  not  forgotten ;  but  yon  say^  ^  it  is  \&rj[ 
inconsiderable  :"f  bnt^^  Sir,  why  is  it  inoonsidenu 
l^le?  Is  it  becanf^  \t  was  only  an  ejacnlation?  Eja^ 
cnlationf  are  oflt(»  pr^y^ni  of  the  most  fervent  kind  $ 
tiie  most  expressiye  of  self-abasement  and  adoration ; 
—Is  it  for  its  brevity  that  it  is  inconsiderable  ?  What 
^en  is  the  precise  length  of  words^  which  is  reqqiqitf 
to  make  a  prayer  an  act  of  worship  2  l^as  thif  pe$«' 
tioQ  preferred  on  an  occasion  of  distress;  on  w^|icl|  % 
Hivinity  piigM  be  naturally  invoked  ?  Wu  ^  i^  petjb 
l^on  fbi;  snocoqr^  which  none  but  %  pivipity  cqol^  tl%nt? 
|f  this  was  tb^  cas^  it  was  surely  ^,^  aci  ^t  WWS^y(% 
Ijs  the  sitaation  <^the  worshipper,  tl^  ciicas^ta^.  ^b^c^ 
jjd  ypnr  ja^gn^i^n^  ^uv  lessenf  the  a^thq^(y  of  ijia  q;^^. 
Umple?  You  9uppose  p^arhaps  99me  cqi^ternatkHi  of  ^ 
%cnUi^^  arising  fn)i^  ^M^i^s  ^^d  feup— the  )nii^ij 
jjastifies  no  such  snjppo^ition :  it  describes  the  iitterancq 
of  the  final  pnyer,  as  i^  deliberate  act  of  one  wi^ji  ^fiofi^ 
tis  situation,  and  possessed  his  uod^rstaQi]!^ :  afiei; 
praying  for  himself,  he  kneels  down  to  pray  for  hi^ 
persecutors ;  and  ^och  was  the  coijiposure  yfitt^  whicl^ 
he  died,  although  the  manner  of  his.  deat^  \;ras  the  most 
tumultuous  and  terrifying,  thi^t,  as  if  h^  had  expire4 
quietly  upon  his  bed,  the  sacred  historian  says,  that 
<<  he  fell  asleep/^t.  ^  therefore  yon  if  oq14  insinuate, 
that  8t  Stephen  was  i)ot;  himself,  when  he  sent  fortb 
this  <^  short  ejaculjitory  addr^s  to  Christ/'  the  hliytoij 
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refutes  yoa.  If  he  was  himself^  yon  cannot  justify  his 
prayer  to  Christ,  while  you  deny  that  Christ  is  6od> 
upon  any  principle  that  might  not  equally  justify  you^ 
or  me^  in  praying  to  the  blessed  Btepben.  If  Bt  Ste« 
phen^  in  the  full  possession  of  his  fkculties;  prayed  to 
Iiim  who  is  no  God ;  why  do  we  reproach  the  pious 
Romanist^  when  he  chaonts  the  litany  of  his  saints  ? 
If  the  p^suasion  of  Christ's  divinity  prompted  the  holy^ 
martyr's  dying  prayer ;  then  there  is  no  room  to  donbt| 
but  t)iat  the  assertion  of  Christ's  divinity  was  the  hlas» 
fkmjf  for  which  the  Jews^  hardened  in  thehr  unbeBefy 
poDdemned  him. 

&  Another  instance^  ta  which  I  ever  shall  appea)^  off 
an  early  preaohing  of  cms  Lord's  trinity,  thou^  il 
may  not  condope  to  your  cQinvictki%  is  the  story  of  SI 
PaoVa  conversion ;  in  which,  as  it  is  twice  related  by 
hintfel^  lesna  is  deiied  in  the  highest  terms.  I  know 
not.  Sir,  ija  what  UgU  this  tiansaction  may  appear  to 
yon ;  ta  ^le,  1  confess,  it  appears  to  have  been  a  re* 
petition  of  the  scene  at  tihe  bush,  heightened  in  terrov 
^BA  so]emmty-r-lQstead  of  a  lambent  fiamci^  appearing 
to.  a  solitary  shepherd  amid  the  thickets  ef  tfie  wilder, 
n^nn ;  the  fall  eftilgence  of  the  Shechina,  orerpowering 
the  splendwr  of  the  miiUday  son,  bussts  upon  tile  com* 
miesioners  of  the  3ftQhedrim9  on  the  pnblick  soad  to 
Damascus,  witliin  a  small  distance  of  the  cily :  Jesus 
speaks,  and  is  spoken  to,  as  the  Divinity  inhabiting 
Ihal  glorious  light :  nothing  can  exceed  the  tone  of  aju 
Ihority  on  the  one  side,  the  submission  and  reUgioua 
dread  upon  the  other:  the  recital  of  this  stoiy,  seems  to 
Iwve  been  the  usual  prelude  to  the  apostle's  publick 
npolc^es ;  but  it  only  pioved  the  means  of  heightening 
the  resentment  of  his  incpedulom  conntrymeo* 
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9.  These  icstances^  Sir5  will  bear  me  out  in  the  aa- 
ftertioD^  that  oor  Lord's  divinity  was  preached  from  the 
very  beginningi  till  you  can  fix  the  first  discovery  to 
some  later  epocha :  I  am^  therefore,  not  at  all  eoncem- 
ed  in  the  solation  of  your  first  question. 

10.  The  second)  ^<  when  was  the  knowledge  of  our 
Lead's  divinity  first  imparted  to  the  minds  of  the  apos- 
tles ?''  is  wholly  insignificant^  and  uninteresting  to  all 
parties  r  it  concerns  not  me ;  because^  with  my  notions 
of  inspiration,  I  am  obliged  to  believe  what  the  inspired 
apostles  taught^  however  late  the  time  might  be  when 
they  themselves  received  theur  information :  it  concerns 
not  you ;  because,  with  your  notions  of  inspiration,  you 
are  at  liberty  to  dispute  what  the  iuspked  aposUes 
taught,  whatever  pretensions  they  may  have  to  tho 
earliest  information.  If  the  knowledge  was  infallible 
which  they  received  from  inspiration,  it  matters  not  bow 
late ;  if  not  infallible,  it  matters  not  how  early  they  re- 
ceived  it :  if  no  positive  proof  were  extant,  that  the 
deity  of  Christ  was  an  article  of  fidth  among  the  first 
Christians ;  the  difficulty  of  assigning  the  precise  time, 
when  the  apostles  were  first  made  aquainted  with  il^ 
might  be  something  of  an  olijection  against  the  anti* 
quity  of  the  doctrine,  and  against  ite  truth ;  but  in  oppo- 
sition to  direct  proof,  the  objection,  were  it  founded, 
could  have  no  weight 

11.  Upon  this  question  therefore,  as  the  former,  you 
must  not  teke  it  amiss  if  I  leave  you  to  yourself.  Choose 
any  time,  vrithin  the  compass  of  each  apostle's  life,  for 
the  epocha  of  his  illumination :  I  vnll  hold  no  argument 
upon  the  subject ;  although  I  have  an  opinion  upon  the 
question,  as  upon  the  former,  which  1  ever  shall  inculcate 
in  my  own  congregation :  and  this.  Sir,  happens  to  be  the 
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very  feverse  of  that,  which  you  imagine  I  must  allow. 
^  Yoa  must  allow/'  yoa  say  to  me^  *^  that  at  first  the 
apostles  were  wholly  ignorant  of  this."*  Jit  first  in- 
deed^ before  their  acquaintance  with  our  Lord,  or  at 
least  with  the  Baptist^  they  were  ignorant^  I  believe^  of 
every  thing ;  but  from  their  first  acknowledgment  of  our 
Lord  as  the  Messiah,  they  equally  acknowledged  his 
divinity :  their  faith,  I  believe,  was  but  unsettled,  as 
their  notions  of  the  Messiah's  kingdom  were  certainly 
very  confused,  till  the  descent  of  the  Holy  Ohost ;  but 
so  far  as  they  believed  in  Jesus  as  the  Messiah,  in  the 
same  degree  they  understood  and  ar.knowledged  his  di« 
vinity :  the  proof,  which  I  have  to  produce  of  this,  from 
holy  writ,  consists  of  too  many  particulars,  to  be  dis« 
tinctly  enumerated  in  the  course  of  our  present  corres- 
pondence ;  I  shall  mention  two,  which,  to  any  but  a 
decided  Unitarian,  will  be  very  striking :  NathanieUs 
first  profession,  and  Peter's  consternation  at  the  miracu- 
lous draught  of  fishes.  It  was  in  Nathaniel's  very  first 
interview  with  our  Lord,  that  he  exclaimed,  ^^  Rabbi^ 
thoa  art  the  Bon  of  God !  thou  art  the  king  of  Israel  !"t 
and  this  declaration  was  drawn  from  Nathaniel,  by 
smne  particulars  in  our  Lord's  discourse,  which  he 
seems  to  have  interpreted  as  indications  of  Omniscience. 
When  Simon  Peter  saw  the  number  o^  fishes  taken,  at 
a  single  draught,  when  the  net  was  cast  at  our  Lord's 
command,  after  a  night  of  fruitless  toil ;  ^^  he  fell  down 
at  tiie  knees  of  Jesus,  saying,  depart  from  me,  for  I  am 
m  sinful  man,  0  Lord."t    Peter's  consternation  was  evi* 
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deiiily  ef  the'  Mind  fMtf  of  which  we  read  in  fhft  Wor- 
thies  of  earlier  ages^  upon  any  extnuHrdinary  appearaacA 
of  the  tighl  of  the  Shechkiah^  which  was  ibutided  en  A 
liotioDy  that  a  sinfal  moital  mi^  not  aee  €hd  aniUve^ 
Tliese,  and  many  ottier  pasfilages  of  the  evangelical  hisfaw 
fy,  dbcover  that  oar  Lord^s  associates^  althon^  it  wa4 
Bot  till  after  YAs  ascension,  that  the  Holy  Ghost  led 
fliem  into  all  tnifh ;  had  an  early  apprehension,  of  some- 
filing  more  than  hamaa  in  his  character.  Nor  indeed 
were  early  intimations  of  it  wanting :  in  the  first  ainfian'- 
nation  of  his  birth,  by  the  angelick  host ;  in  the  Bap* 
tist's  declaratiaiis ;  and  ift  emr  Lord's  own  asiHirtions  of 
a  power  ta  forgive  sins,  and  of  an  anthoriiy  to  dispense 
with  ordinances  of  divine  appointment ;  and  iti'  his  claim 
to  be  the  proper  Son  of  G^,  which  the  unbelieving 
Jews  ever  undentood>  as  m  express  deificaficin  of  his 
own  person. 

i%.  But  Judas  Iscariot^  yon  think,  ^^conld  not  poisd* 
bly  have  formed  a  deliberate  purpose  of  befrayihg  onf 
Lord/'^  had  the  belief  of  his  divinity  been  genera! 
among  the  apostles,  befbre  his  crucifl^tion:  or,  had 
auy  such  pretension  been  set  op,  which  had  not  gained 
belief,  Jndas  would  have  taken  advanti^  of  the  ittpoi 
tfition,  and  would  have  madift  a  discoveiy  of  it  to  thfi 
prejudice  of  our  Lord.  It  riiould  seem,  Sir,  that  you 
think  your  own  cause  almost  desperate,  if  yoii  wifttld 
desire  that  Judais  Iscariot  should  be  admitted  as  ah'evi* 
dence  for  you,  or  as  an  advocate^— but,  Wh&f  if  your 
cause  should  turn  out  to  be,  what  Judas  Iscariot'  him^ 
self  would  scruple  to  undertake  ?  I  would  not  willingly 
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be  the  apologist  of  that  traitor ;  hut  I  am  inclined  to 
think,  that,  traitor  as  he  was,  his  intentions  went  not  to 
the  mischief  which  he  effected :  it  was  rather  perhaps 
his  meaning,  to  cheat  the  chief  priests  of  theur  moneyi 
than  actaally  to  sell  his  Master's  life.  When  he  bar- 
guned  to  lead  them,  for  a  certain  sum^  to  the  place  of 
oar  Lord's  retirement;  he  thought,  perhaps,  that  he 
might  safely  trust  to  his  Master's  power^  to  repel  any 
attack  upon  his  person.  This  is  very  consistent  with  a 
bdief  of  our  Lord's  divinity ;  as  the  most  dishonoura- 
ble  designs  are  often  found,  to  consist  with  the  truest 
speculative  principles :  that  he  meant  not  the  mischief 
which  ensued,  may  be  presumed,  from  the  remorse 
which  followed^  and  the  vengeance  which,  in  despair^ 
he  executed  upon  himself.  But  I  care  little  about  his 
testimony^  only,  T  think,  that,  with  the  devils  he  might 
believe  and  tremble,  and  trembling,  might  be  still  a 
devil. 

18.  After  all.  Sir,  I  might  have  spared  so  particular, 
an  answer  as  I  have  given  to  your  fifth  letter ;  in  the 
conclusion  of  it,  you  furnish  me  with  a  short  reply,  of 
which  I  might  have  availed  myself.  <^  Had  there  been 
any  pretence,"  you  say,  <^  for  ima^ning  that  the  Jews 
in  onr  Saviour's  time  had  any  knowledge  of  the  doc* 
trine  of  the  Trinity,  and  that  they  expected  the  second 
person  in  it,  in  the  character  of  their  Messiah,  the  ques* 
tion  I  propose  to  you  would  have  been  needless.'^  * 
Then,  Sir,  the  question  which  you  propose  to  me,  is 
needless.  The  Jews,  in  Ghrisf  s  days,  had  notions  of 
H  Trinity  in  the  Divine  nature :  they  expected  the  sec«. 
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mid  penoQi  whom  they  called  the  Logoi^  to  came  m« 
the  Meeeiith ;  for  the  proof  of  these  usertionsy  I  refer 
yoQ  to  the  work  of  the  learned  Dr  Peter  Allix,  entittodi 
2%0  Juigmentrfthe  Ancient  JewiA  Chwreh  agmut 
tite  VnitaHanSf  a  work  which,  it  is  to  be  hoped^  Sir, 
yoa  will  careflilly  hok  ihrovgh^  before  yoa  send  abtoaA 
your  ioteiided  view  of  the  doctrine  of  the  first  ages  cob4 
ceming  Christ.*  That  you  will  be  convinced  by  Dr 
▲llix^s  proof,  I  have  indeed  little  hope ;  I  shall  prodoce, 
however^  another  aothori^^  to  which  yon  will  perhaps 
be  more  inclined  to  pay  regard :  the  anthority  of  a 
learned  Unitarian  of  the  last  centqry,  who  wrote  la 
vindication  of  a  former  Unitarian  woA,  of  great  fame^ 
rilled  ne  Mked  GospeL  The  Naked  Gospel,  yon 
Icnow  was  printed  at  Oxford,  in  the  year  1690,  and  was 
burnt  the  same  year,  by  order  of  the  convocation.  The 
anonymous  author  of  the  JSslorioal  VvfdiaMoaHf  was 
supposed  to  be  Le  Glerc ;  he  it  is,  who  says  in  hu  pte^ 
ftoB,  that  the  platonick  enthusiasm  crept  first  into  the 
Jewish,  afterwards  into  the  Ghristian  churcb-^ben  he 
tolls  his  readers,  how  tiie  Jews  picked  up  thdr  Platoa- 
ism,  of  which,  he  says,  tlie  principal  doctrines  were  two : 
iheone^  that  of  the  preexistenee  of  souls;  the  othei^  ttat 
of  the  Divine  Trinity*  These,  he  says,  were  the  opin- 
ions of  the  Jews  in  the  days  of  our  Saviour  and  his 
apostles :  and  hence,  perhaps,  it  hath  come  to  pass, 
ttiaty  as  the  learned  liave  observed,  certain  Platonick 
phrases  and  expressions  are  to  be  found  in  the  New 
Testament,  especially,  in  Bt  John's  GospeL  Ton,  Sir, 
and  this  Unitarian  brother,  seem  to  agree  but  ill  in  your 
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BotionB  of  the  doctrine  of  the  first  ages.  He  thought  the 
doctrine  of  the  Trinity  one  of  the  andeni  corraptions  of 
Jadaism ;  which^  m  laying  the  foundations  of  Christian. 
i^^  the  heaven-tanght  huilders^  some  how  or  other^  for« 
got  to  do  away :  yon  have  discovered,  that  every  no* 
tion  of  the  Trinity,  whatever  may  he  fancied  with  res- 
pect to  more  andent  Umes^  was  obliterated  from  the 
mnds  of  the  Jews^  in  our  Saviour's  time,*  1  helieve^ 
Sir^  t  shall  never  sit  down  to  the  task,  which  you  de* 
rare  me  to  andertake>-Hi  translation  of  the  works  of 
JBklMp  Boll  :t  for  as  his  atgonient  is  sot  for  the  un« 
leamedt  the  labour  would  be  thrown  ftway--^  work 
Whirii  might  be  itore  giKBecally  edifying  and  in  which 
i  mi^t  eoffugl^f  tf  it  wcro  not  that  I  really  grudge  every 
mMMBt  which  I  give  to  eontrov«rsy^  would  be|--a  har- 
mony of  the  Unitarian  divmes. 

14.  Ton  wSl  ask  me^  whence  waa  the  ofihnee^  which 
fhe  MSMtiQa  of  our  Lord^il  divinity^  by  my  own  confids- 
slon»  gjave  the  ^wish  people^  if  divinity  made  a  partoff 
Iheir  own  notion  of  the  Messiah's  eharactw  ?  I  answer, 
the  ddfioation  of  the  Messiah  was  not  that  which  gave 
offence,  but  the  assertion,  that  a  crucified  man  was  that 
divine  person :  and  before  his  crucifixion,  the  meanness 
of  his  birth  gave  an  offence,  lesa  in  degree,  but  of  the 
same  kind. 

I  am,  Ac 
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In  Beply  to  Dr  PnegOefs  8VffA.^Dr  PriesOefg  igt 

'    narance  of  Ike  true  principles  of  Platonismf  appears 

in  his  disquisitions  concerning  matter  and  spirit.—' 

The  eqwditf  and  unity  of  the  three  principle  qfUie 

Platonists,^^Dr  PriesOefs  peeuHar  sense  ef  iShs 

dtmcon,  or  the  reviewer.— The  outiinCf  however,  of 
JDr  Priekle^s  work,  not  misrepresented  fty  the  areh^ 
.  deacon. — The  conversion  of  an  attribnts  into  a  rafru 
stance,  differs  not  from  a  creation  out  of  nothing.— 
JiTever  taught  by  the  Pfaftmiate.— T&6  eternity. qf  f Ae 
Logos,  independent  qf  any  supposed  eternity  ^  ike 
world. — JTot  discarded  Viorefore  ijf  Ae  converted 
Platonists. — Dr  FriesQejfs  aitguments,  from  the 
analogy  between  the  divine  Logos  and  human  reason, 
answered. — The  archdeacon  abides  by  his  assertion, 
that  I)r  Priestley  hath  misrepresented  the  Platonick 
language. — The  archdeacon^ s  interpretation  of  the 
Platonists  rests  not  on  his  own  conjecture^  but  on  the 
authority  of  •ithenagoras. — Confirmed  by  oAer  an- 
thorities. — Dr  Priestlejfs  quotations  from  TertuUian 
considered. — From  Lactantius. 

I^EAB  SIB. 

YOU  must  forgive  me,  if  I  confess  to  yoa,  thai  s^ 
long  since  as  when  I  ftrst  read  yoor  disqaisitions  cod« 
cernifig  matter  and  spirit^  I  formed  no  very  hi^  opinion 
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of  your  learning  in  (he  Platonick  philosophy.  What 
gave  me  my  first  sospicion,  as  I  well  remember,  was  a 
snrprise  which  you  express^  that  a  certain  French  wri- 
ter shoold  speak  of  the  idea  of  a  circle,  as  itself,  not 
round  ;^  and  of  the  ideas  of  extended  things,  as  not  ex- 
tended. Tour  apprehension,  that  ideas  could  not  be 
diTisible,  unless  they  are  extended,!  heightened  my 
suspicion,  which  became  something  more  than  suspi- 
cion, when  I  found  you  speaking  of  the  soul's  need 
of  a  repository  for  her  idea8fX  especiaUg  during  deep  s 
as  if  ideas  were  things  to  be  locked  up,  with  our  china, 
in  a  cupboard.  Dr  Priestley,  I  said  to  myself,  confounds 
ideas  with  the  impressions  of  external  objects,  on  the 
material  sensoiy :  which  impressions  are,  in  truth,  as 
much  external  to  the  mind,  as  the  objects  which  make 
them :  what  pity,  that  he  hath  not  been  more  conversant 
with  the  Platonists !  These  previous  indications,  of  your 
deftdency  in  this  branch  of  learning,  in  some  measure 
prepared  me  for  what  I  was  to  find,  in  your  History  of 
ike  PhUosopkieal  Doctrine  concerning  the  sonl ;  inso- 
much^ that  1  read  your  assertion,  that  <<  Plato's  philoso* 
phy  was  the  oriental  system,  with  very  little  variation,"! 
without  indignation ;  because  1  considered  it,  as  the  re- 
proach of  an  enemy,  whom  better  information  might 
make  a  friend.  I  was  indeed  surprised  at  your  want  of 
infoirmation  in  this  particular  instance;  because  Mo- 
sheim,  whose  authority  as  an  historian,  you  seem  to 
hold  in  due  respect,  indisposed,  as  he  is  in  general,  to 
be  partial  to  the  Platonists^  hs&k  however  so  far  done 
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ihem  justice,  as  to  point  out  the  total  tUacordancei  iu 
principle  at  leasts  between  the  sober  philosopby  of  Plato^ 
and  the  extravagancies  of  the  Onosticks ;  whose  ptinci* 
pies  were  those  of  the  oriental  system*  After  this^  Sir^ 
it  g^ves  me  no  surprise  at  all^  that  you  should  now  as# 
•erty  ^  that  it  was  never  imaginedi  that  the  three  oaok* 
poneit  members  of  the  Platonick  Trini^^  are  either 
eq[nal  to  each  other,  or,  strictly  spealdngy  one."*  They 
lire,  Sir,  more  strictly  speaking,  one,  than  apy  thing  ia 
ttatnre  oi  which  unity  may  be  predicated.  No  one  of 
them  can  be  supposed  without  die  other  two.  The  se- 
cond and  third  being,  the  first  is  necessarily  supposed  t 
and  the  first  (Ayai^w)  beings  the  second  and  third,  (Mt 
fc  fvxfi)  must  come  forth.  Oonceming  their  eqnaUly,  I 
will  not  say,  that  the  Platotiists  have  spoken  with  the 
Mme  accuracy  which  the  CShristhui  fkthexe  use;  but 
they  include  the  three  prindples  in  the  Divine  natnra^ 
hi  the  to  Bmp ;  and  this  notion  implies  the  sMie  equaU^ 
1y,  whkh  we  maintain;  at  the  same  time  I  confess^  that 
the  curcumstance  of  their  equality,  was  not  always  etrieU 
}j  adhered  to  by  the  younger  Platoaists^  for  numm 
which  £  have  explained.t 

9.  The  want  of  perspicuity,  is  a  lluilt  in  writings  of 
which  Indeed,  Sir,  you  are  little  guilty }  it  is  the  more 
extraordinary,  that  your  permmificatian  of  the  Logos^ 
ehould  not  be  distinctly  understood,  either  by  myself  or 
by  my  learned  ally :  for  my  own  part,  I  csofess,  1  had 
not  the  least  apprehension,  that  yon  used  the  ward  per* 
mmificatian  in  any  other  than  its  usual  sense ;  tffi,  in 
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yoar  reply  to  the  animadvenions  of  iny  learned  ally^ 
yoa  diatiiigaialied  between  the  personiftcation  of  the 
IjogoSy  which  yoa  impute  to  Justin^  and  the  earlier  doe^ 
triDM  of  the  Gnosticks.*  By  personiftcation^  I  had  no 
iiispidon  that  you  meant  any  thing  more  than  a  gram* 
ma&al  prowpt^feia  ;  which  yon  seemed  to  think  had 
been  used  both  by  Plato  and  St  John^  in  speaking  of 
the  divine  attribute  of  wisdom.  Certainly,  Sir,  yoa 
express  younelf  in  your  history,  as  if  you  thought,  that 
ft  literal  acceptation  of  such  figured  language  was  the 
occtsioni  ttmt  a  mere  attribute  was  mbtaken  for  a  real 
person^  first  in  the  academy,  and  afterwards  in  the 
ehorch :  and  that  thi9  error  led  to  another,  still  founded 
SSI  a  literal  interpretation  of  figurative  expressions :  the 
expressions  in  wb}ch  St  John  describes,  as  you  conceive^ 
the  extraordinary  degree  in  which  wisdom  and  power 
were  conferred  on  Christ,  being  understood  as  assertions, 
that  Ohritit  was  that  very  person,  which  was  supposed 
to  have  been  previously  described  by  the  evangelist,  as 
a  branch  of  the  Divinity.  1  thought,  Sir,  that  you  con- 
ceived that  a  mere  grammatical  prosopapeia  had  been, 
in  (his  way,  the  first  step  towards  the  deification  of 
Christ :  upon  looking  again  into  the  second  section  of 
your  histmy,  J  see  no  great  reason  to  be  ashamed  of  my 
mistake-^I  believe.  Sir,  that,  without  the  assistance  of 
the  comment,  which  your  Reply  to  the  Monthly  Re- 
views furoishes,  no  reader  of  year  work  would  disco- 
ver any  other  meaning  in  your  expressions.  It  seems^ 
however,  that  the  word  perwnificationy  is  a  new  term 
off  theology,  invented  by  yoo,  for  a  doctrine  which  is 
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also  of  your  own  invention^  though  you  are  pleased  to 
give  the  credit  of  it  to  the  Platonick  fathers :  the  doc- 
trine of  the  conversion  of  an  attribute  into  a  person ; 
which  was  supposed^  you  say,  by  its  first  advocates,  to 
take  place  immediately  before  the  creation  of  the  woiU, 
but  being  afterwards  ^  carried  farther  back,  namely,  to 
all  eternity,  it  led  to  the  present  doctrine  of  the  TVini- 
ij.^m  The  distinction  between  this  personificatioir  of 
the  Logos,  and  the  earlier  doctrines  of  the  Onosticks,  i% 
it  seems,  an  important  feature  in  the  great  outline  of 
your  work.  The  outline  of  your  work,  as  sketched  by 
yourself,  is  briefly  this.-^The  exaltation  of  the  person 
of  Jesus  Christ  began  with  the  Gnosticks,  who  main* 
tained  the  preexistence  of  human  souls :  When  thdr 
errors  were  exploded,  the  personification  was  adopted— 
the  Arian  doctrine  was  subsequent  to  this ;  and  it  was 
after  all  these,  that,  from  improvements  upon  the  doc- 
trine of  personification,  the  present  doctrine  of  the  Tri- 
nity was  brought  outf  It  is  a  heavy  accusation  against 
my  learned  ally  and  me,  that  we  have  not  sufflcienOy 
attended  to  these  distinctions ;  and  the  omissions  shows, 
that  ^<  we  have  never  formed  a  right  conception  of  what 
we  undertook  to  exhibit'' j: 

3.  Every  writer,  must  be  allowed  to  be  the  best  in- 
terpreter of  his  own  expressions :  but  in  the  sense  in 
which  I  am  now  taught  to  understand  the  personifica- 
tion of  the  Logos,  1  cannot  perceive.  Sir,  with  what  pro- 
priety it  is  called  the  first  step  towards  the  deification 
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tf  ChAsA  i  And  Ae  docftiMs  of  tlM  OliOKfieki,  wlMk 
joa  Mftkltiiiii  td  be  more  aocielit^  had,  in  yoat  jadgmeiiti 
tfw  dame  Miidetic7->^I  am  iometiiMs  ittoUoed  to  ra9|ied> 
thttt  yon  feiM  apt  yoarself  to  flaotaate  between  yoor  ow% 
tnd  the  valgar  seosey  of  peraooiflcation* 

4b.  Iliit  fittbough  1  eboald  aUoVr>  that  I  ttiMed  thi 
Mme  6f  a  fmrticQlalr  eiij^reesiofi ;  I  am  oot  seneibley  that 
I  MiicoiiceiTed^  oat  mb^pregeated^  yotilr  aiicoont  of  fM 
tadeot  opioioas :  you  certaioly  make  the  UnUariaii  doc^ 
trine,  the  general  opinion  of  the  fii^t  Ghi&tiaog — ^In  thi 
iecond  age  you  alloW,  that  Bometbing  of  dignity  wai 
iMtlibed  to  GhHfli ;  butyoo  think  it  was  a  divinity  of  adi 
kfeiior  kittd^  iniblttdiog  neither  Aeceesity,  nor  efiDrnityi 
of  a  di^titici  pe^nal  existence :  I  therefore  misreprej 
aented  not  the  great  outline  of  your  trork>  when  I  eaid^ 
{hat  ifans  fltist  race  of  Ghristians  were,  in  your  opinion; 
fTilitairians  in  the  strictest  sense  of  the  word}  the  second^ 
Afiads  :^  this  is  the  sum  of  your  tecoont^  stated^  not  ia 
yodr  words,  but  in  my  own.  l^ou  complain^  however^ 
Ihat  1  ^^have  misconceired  yoor  idea^f-^yon  inform 
tte,  that  ^  the  Platonizing  Gfaristians  Were  not  Arians  i 
that  it  is  well  known  that  they  were  not  Arians,  bot  the 
eriibodbX  who  Platonixed."| 

d.  Sir,  1  ani  very  sensible,  tkaf  the  Platonizers  cl 
(he  second  ceutory,  were  the  orthodox  of  that  age-^I 
have  not  denied  this :  on  (he  contrary,  I  have  endea- 
vontcd  to  show,  that  their  Platonism  brings  no  imputA^ 
Gon  upon  (heir  otlhodoxy.  The  advocates  of  the  Ca« 
thoUck  faith,  in  modern  times,  have  been  too  apt  to  takd 
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ilarm  at  the  cluaige  of  Platonism :  I  rejoice  and  gkiiy 
|n  the  opprobriam-*-!  qot  only  confess^  bat  I  maintain^ 
not  a  perfect  agreement;  but  sach  a  similitude,  as  speaks 
a  common  origin^  and  affords  an  argument  in  confirma- 
tion  of  the  Gatholick  doctrine,  from  its  conformity  to  the 
most  ancient  and  univenial  traditions*  Nor  b  this  the 
imily  article,  in  which  heathen  antiquity,  however  yoo 
may  slight  the  ailment,  by  the  vestiges,  which  are  to 
be  traced  even  in  idolatrous  rites,  of  the  patriarchal 
history  and  the  patriarchal  creed,  bears  its  testimony  to 
revelation.  But,  Sir,  I  well  know,  that  these  Platonic 
^ers  of  the  second  century,  were  far  more  ancient  than 
^rius :  nor  did  I  mean  to  chai^  you  with  the  absurdity 
of  maintaining  a  contrary  opinion ;  I  thought  tliat  the 
potion  which  you  express,  of  what  was  orthodoxy  in  the 
second  century,  was  conveyed  in  a  single  word ;  when 
|t  was  said,  that  you  represent  the  Christians  of  the 
second  race  as  Arians ;  that  is,  as  Arians  in  belief ;  be- 
qiuse  the  divinity  which  you  suppose  to  have  been  ascri- 
bed  by  them  to  Christ,  was  only  of  that  secondary  sor^ 
which  Arius  and  his  followers,  in  a  later  ag^  allowed* 
But  to  convict  me  of  an  error  in  this  representation  of 
your  opinion,  you  now  set  up  a  distinction,  between  the 
opinions  which  you  would  ascribe  to  the  early  Plato- 
9bts,  and  the  Arian  tenets :  '^  The  Logos  of  the  Plato- 
nizers,  you  say,  was  an  attribute  of  the  Father,  and  not 
any  thing  that  was  created  out  of  nothings  as  the  Arians 
held  Christ  to  have  been.'^''^  However,  when  this  dis- 
tinction hath  served  the  purpose  of  convicting  me  of  one 
error,  it  is  cleared  away  again  to  convict  me  of  another : 
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ibis  Logos  of  the  Platonists,  I  am  told^  ^^  was  origiiiaUy 
nothing  more  than  a  property  of  the  Divine  minAy  which 
assumed  a  separate  personal  character  in  tune.^'*  This 
Is  the  same  notion  whfeb  is  expressed'  in  your  history^ 
in  these  words.  ^^  All  the  early  fathers  speak  of  Christy 
as  not  having  existed  always^  except  as  reason  exists  in 
man^  viz.  as  an  attribute  of  tile  Deity /^f  And  the  as- 
sumption of  a  personal  character^  seems  to  be  the  same 
thing,  which  in  yoor  history  you  caH  ^^  tlie  conversion 
of  a  mere  attribute  inta  a  fiiinkiDg  substance  :'^ j:  indeed^ 
it  is  not  easy  to  conceive,  how  a  personal  character  may 
be  assumed,  otherwise  than  by  being  made  a  person--^ 
now,  what  the  difference  may  be,  between  a  making  out 
of  nothing  and  the  conversion  of  a  mere  attribute  inta 
a  substance ;  or  how  a  person  made  out  of  an  attribute^ 
may  diflfer  from  a  person  made  out  of  nothing — I  would 
rather,  Sir,  that  you  than  1,  should  take  the  trouble  t<^ 
expliun :  if  this  was  the  difference  between  the  doetrinea 
of  the  early  Platonisers  and  the  Arians,  and  this  is  the 
whole  difference  which  you  put  between  them,  they 
might  pass,  I  think,  for  the  same :  and  your  account  of 
the  Platonick  orthodoxy,  was  not  Busrepresented  by  me^ 
when  1  said,  that  you  made  it  the  same  thio^  the  same 
in  form,  not  in  time,  with  Arianism. 

6.  But,  Sir,  I  maintain,  that  this  is  an  eironeoos  and 
injurious  account  of  the  Platonick  Christians :  this  con- 
v»«ion  of  an  attribute  into  a  substance,  was  never  taught 
by  them;  nor  by  any,  except  the  Sabellians,  and  those 
earlier  visionaries  described  by  Justin  Martyr,  who 
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ifli2ig&ied  oecpMoiMl  «n^s0ii^Hi  i^  absorptiDiui  of  ttif 
pivi^e  I^S99 }  ^  vbi<A  opinion  (yoo  s^y)  was  not  very 
leviote  from  ti)«  Unilftmo  doptrine.'^*  I  ann  happy » 
^,  to  bo  wfqfm^d  by  yw,  tliai  tbe  Unituriu  doctiiof 
»pprp$ciiei  to  o^otti  80  myotovioqe  t  I  tboogj^t^  t^M  if 
le  dew  of  ny^M^t  bad  booo  itp  piriicQlw  recoinnieQ^ 
dfitioo;  I  now  flqdf  that  wero  I  even  to  ton  l^oitarian, 
I  aboiiM  bii?o  myBterioa  to  4lg9st :  and  inyat^ries  moc^ 
too  b«fd  for  niy  dis^stion ;  {  will^  th^Tffo|o»  a^hoie  tt 
my  «rM>  jn  which  I  know  no  ivynteiy  to  ba  ponpiti^ 

with  llwf  iHiliQiif  ^  a  thtos  whi^  «i»y  h»  i^  prnw^  «ii4 

Qopemip^  by  ftta  and  ptoito.    9i|t  for  MJ pi»d««ttoiiof 

fho  I^oewy  by  a  conve?8ioa»  ^^  par««»ent  fr  oo^ 
MOB9)f  of  io  attribute  into  a  thlol(uig  fnhptonce;  |  ft)}} 
natotaiot  tha^  WMP  thothtos  pooceiy»hl«f  tha  Plato«iato 
Vfffo  liMy  to  bo  the  teat  to  adopt  it :  bvcMao  a  ofa»to4 

I(9e09|  to  oae  lay  fwmw  eypn^^^topi  tol4  bwii  i|o  lo8|i 
an  abaufdity  in  the  apa^wy,  thwn  |t  ia  m  joppia^  in  (ho 
obuvch :  i^nd  tho  aoQoPi  tipat  thia  doptrina  took  ita  pm 
f  QOQg  the  Platoniirti,  batn^ya  an  entire  ignorance  of  llio 
gennine  priacipkvi  of  their  s<^hool^'t 

7.  Ton  toll  mh  ttiat  ^^  I  diacover  in  thaae  oninpadvor^ 
inoM,  a  total  ignoranee  of  what  yon  have  aaaertad.-^ 
That  yon  have  nowhere  aaid^  that  either  the  Platoniat^ 
or  the  Platonimng  Ohrisliaofli^  held^  that  the  I^^fpa  waa 
areated,  or  that  it  bad  ovw  not  esOatod/'l  What  the* 
have  yon  aaid?  Ton  said  in  yonr  HIstoryy  thait  <<  AH 
the  early  &thera  weak  of  Christ,  aa  not  baviitt  ^xirted 


•mm 
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nlwmyii^  leasrept  »s ap  attrtf>Qte  of  tfce  Dcjty  :'^*  that 

Uiey  tooght  <^  ttie  conversioo  pf  this  attribute  into  a  sub* 
6taiioe'^t'~-^nd  vbat  is  it  yoQ  say  mow  ?  Ym  My  nov 
ibat  thi9  Fhimm^i  CbristiMiB  }iipl(},  Umi  ^^arhereaa 
ih^  liogps  was  origiDaHy  netbios  ipprp  tbim  ^  proper^ 
of  the  Divine  mind^  it  assamed  a  sepanto  ponwat 
f^hancttt  in  time»''|  Be  pkaspdt  )Sir^  to  explain  the 
diffiareoce  between  tbis  convessim  ^  attribute  into  snbi* 
stance,  or  prc^rty  iate  ffinWf  and  n  creatira  cni  nf 
nnthinr 

9,  Ton  admits  bffv^ver^  Ofttibe  etmii^  of  tbe  I^cjii 
WM  «  dectrinp  of  PUpjtoiiisiii :  hvt  yon  attempt  te  asr 
fiipi  a  mMORi  wby  tbeiemFMted Pl^bmsts,  when  Uiey 
entand  Me  tbe  Pbrni^  ttmt  bftFe  parted  v^>th  tbbi 
opMdon :  ^tbe l^e^ (yen eey)  of  tbe  Platonists, be^ 
jya  iliew  opinifn^  alv^i^ys  b«4  a  pmonal  mttmcB,  h^ 
paoee  PUto  sufqposed/cvea^n  tobave  been  eternal ;  faol 
Ibis  wa#  pi|t  the  opwon  ef  tbe  Pl^owzing  Ohristiani^ 
wbo  hel4>  tbet  Qm  werld  was  net  eternal;  and  tbefora^ 
leteioio^  M  mieb  of  Pletommf  es  was  coeflosbyit  vkh 
that  doetrioe,  tbey  beldy  titat  tbere  was  a  tUae  wben  thsk 
FatbiBT  was  ohne^  and  wiUponi  a  Sen.^'||  fUrp  if  I 
thoogbt  proper  to  deny  your  assertion^  that  Plato  ai^p 
posed  creation  to  Ivive  been  eternal}  it  wopld  leqnue 
nnch  nere  skill  in  the  Platonidk  pbilesepby,  tban  ie  to 
be  gstten  at  second  band^  fiom  noden  antbon,  whn 
pietend  to  give  an  aixsonnt  of  itf  to  confine  the  proof 
wbicb  I  might  bring  to  the  contrary^  from  Plato's  own 
writings.  But  as  the  younger  Platonists  generally^  held 
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the  etenuty  of  creation ;  and  Plato^  in  some  parts  of  his 
writings^  seems  to  favoor  that  opinion,  notwithsbinding 
what  he  says  ta  the  contrary  in  the  Timaeus ;  f  shaH 
take  no  advantage  of  the  ancertainty  of  your  assumption  i 
indeed)  it  would  be  sufficient  for  your  purpose,  were 
your  aigument  sound  in  other  parts,  that  the  opinicm  of 
the  world's  eternity  was  eurrent  in  that  school,  in  which 
the  Christian  Platonists  were  trained,  and  was  probably 
entsfftained  by  them  all,  before  thcor  conversion :  stiH 
your  conclusion  will  not  stand,  unless  you  can  prov^ 
that  the  Platonists,  whether  Christian  or  Pagan,  held 
tte  Logos  to  be  a  part  of  the  world,  or  thought  the  eter- 
nity of  the  Logos,  a  consequence  only  of  the  world's 
eternity ;  whereas,  neither  tte  one  nor  the  other  of  these 
prindples  would  have-  been  allowed,  even  by  those  Pla» 
tonists  who  deemed  the  world  etemak  The  eternity  of 
Ae  world  seemed  to  thmn,  a  consequence  of  that  eternal 
activity,  which  they  ascribed  to  the  Deity ;  that  is,  te 
the  three  principles  of  GkMidness  [T^otyoeS^or],  Intellf- 
gence  [Nvc])  and  Vitality  \yvxn\ :  and  chiefty  to  the 
two  last :  for  to  the  first  principle,  they  ascribed  indeed 
an  activity,  but  of  a  v^  peculiar  kind ;  such  as  might 
be  consistent  with  an  undbturbed  immutability.  He 
acts,  fLifiif  if  \(tJU  i^^j  by  a  simple  indivisibte  unvarieil 
energy ;  which  as  it  cannot  be  broken  into  a  multitude 
of  distinct  acts,  cannot  be  adapted  to  the  variety  of  ex- 
ternal things ;  on  which  therrfore  the  First  Good  acts 
not)  either  to  ereate  or  to  preserve  them,  otherwise  than 
through  the  two  subordinate  prindples.  The  eternal 
activity  therefore  of  the  Deity,  and  by  consequence,  the 
existence  of  Intellect  and  the  vital  principle,  in  which 
alone  the  Divine  nature  is  active  upon  external  things^ 
was  necessary  in  this  system  to  the  eternity  of  the  world; 
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and  this  etenial  actiTity^  was  sapposed  to  be  Ihe  conse- 
qaence  of  that  goodness  of  the  Deity^  which  could  not 
suffer  that  to  be  delayed^  which^  becaqse  he  hath  done 
it,  appears  to  be  fit  to  be  done :  the  world  thereforny 
however  (he  fact  may  actually  be^  might  or  might  not 
have  been  eternal :  if  it  hath  been  eternal^  it  hath  been 
Boch^  not  by  its  own  nature^  but  by  the  choice  of  a  free 
agenty  who  might  have  willed  the  contrary.  But  intel- 
lect and  the  vital  principle^  have  been  eternal  by  neces* 
sity,  as  branches  of  the  divinity — these  therefore  must 
have  been  eternal^  even  if  the  world  had  never  been» 
althoogh  the  world  could  not  be  without  them ;  and 
tfais^  upon  the  principles  of  those  philosophers^  who 
deemed  the  world  eternal.  The  convo'ted  Platonists^* 
therefore^  when  upon  the  authority  of  revelation^  they, 
discarded  the  notion  of  the  world's  eternity,  would  not 
find  themselves  obliged  to  discard  with  this  the .  eter* 
niiy  of  Intellect^  or  the  L<^os :  for  that  stands  upoo; 
another  .ground^  and  is  indeed  eternity  of  quite  another 
kind. 

9*  But  whatever  they  might  be  at  liberty  to  do,  you 
are  confident  of  the  fact,  that  the  eternal  .existence  of  the 
Logos,  as  a  person,  is  a  notion  which  was  discarded  by 
the  Christian  Flatomsts,  when  ttiey  became  Clnristian. 
Yoar  proof  is  drawn  from  the  analogy  which  some 
of  them  imagined  between  the  Divine  Logos,  and  the 
reason  of  the  human  soul,  or,  between  the  Logos  and 
human  speecb ;  and  from  the  doctrine  of  the  conver- 
sion of  an  attrU)ute  into  a  substance,  which  you  per* 
suade  yourself,  they  deliver  in  the  most  unequivocal 
language. 

10.  ^^  That  the  Logos  of  the  Father,  the  same  that 
constituted  the  second  person  in  the  Trinity^  exactly 


tl^tttBtf  tit  mit&Y  ABli  XiU. 

WW  ^  idM  «f  AtflUHMidB  hIttMlf  t^**  in  proof  of  tUi 
isMMiMi,  50D  bring  »  pftMage  Crew  AUMmuinay  hi 
Wllioh^  to  pt«ir«tfty  M  it  lAoilld  «6ei»;  tt  <»bdtiri«ft  wUcA 
fhe  dawftfy  tti^  flhkir  fntti  liM  igMMoeat  of  Ui»  mum, 
iilMMi4  «l  Um  ciAdi  «sMeafMdeAce;  wUMi  jwi  flwy 
itta^^t  iM  riunrs  lli«  pm  iSStataiat  btlWMb  tlw 
Diviiie  L^gnj  Afid  haifiitt  tfp«eiib<  f tfttfiHu^  ill  arpu* 
M^  dted  in  ydtit  Uktoty^f  MCtt  «p  *MMtld&|  «f  im 
AoAl^y  between  the  Divine  Legos  ittd  tbe  teMM 
iMMb  i  tt^  «n«l4^^  if  I  teiibd(e  irat^  lutii  beeti  pwr. 
Medley  ^e  Mkwilnieii,  witk  their  peetiliar s^btieQr ; 
«ttd^  as  fAr  as  it  obtains,  is  Wdl  tttpliiied  fty  thd  learn^ 
«d  Sr  Charles  Leslie,  k  his  diAkgiies^  entttlerf,  T%s 
Asetmaii  Gwiailwmny  iiKustei  t  TeribklAny  t*  prevent 
tt»  vety  eoAcliti^oii  wUcIt  yen  ^w  tiMx  tUs  Mkttlitgjr, 
tiutt  the  Logos  was  at  soae  iMi  or  aiDOier  A  Hlete  iit- 
Mbilte,  remftifas,  thM  nothing  eftipty  and  aosnbsfantial 
Mm  phieeedfitMft  G(od  $  fitf  the  IH^itttffeatttM,  adikdttiig 
neither  quality  nor  accident,  every  thing  l>elongin^  to 
it  tbost  be  SQbsta*oto<  This  a^nent  ii  lAly  sti^ed  in 
the  wdtic  jost  metltidMed,  the  dialogues  of  the  leaned 
Dv  LesUe. 

11.  For  the  emvenion  of  an  attrftnte  intn  a  sub- 
stance, I  abide  by  my  asseitten^  lliat  it  is  tlie  dbptin^ 
ef  jronr  Own  ima^natMHl,  And  can  only  have  arisett  ^m 
A  shisApprehension  of  ttie  language  of  the  l^latonidc 
fiittiers :  it  is  tme,  that  Aey  speak  of  the  BtUfi  §eAer- 
AOon  As  tayng  pla<»  III  A  parictthff  time,  Aft  <^rittai6n« 


n  I  IT^in^Tfn  1'  ' 


*  Lettevt  to  Dr  Honlen  p.  69. 
t  tliat  of  COtHtp.  p.  8f  . 


xnr.  XQL  DO  OB  ntMnagr* 

dug  indeed  with  tll»  areatimi :  Bdl  by  fkis  ge»mu 
ikm,  they  vadarstfiod  not  any  b^joning  of  his  personal 
exisleneey  but  the  ptofection  of  )m  eooEgMs;  the  dis* 
play  rf  lu9  pewenp  in  the  prodnetion  of  external  rab. 
etaaces. 

i%  Yott  reply^.  ^  that  any  mere  eztamal  display  of 
ponreis  ahoald  ever  be  termed  graecatioD^  is  eo  impm^ 
babky  ftott  ito  manifiMt  want  of  analogy  to  any  thing 
that  ever  was  ealled  generation  before  or  since,  that 
fliMsk  anr  abuse  of  words  is  not  to  he  supposed  of  these 
wijieis,  or  of  any  persoD^  without  veiy  poritive  proof ; 
am^  in  tins'  case,'^  you  say  to  me^^  yon  advance  noth* 
ing  but  a  mere  emgecturey  destitute  of  any  thii^  that 
can  gen  it  a  colonr  of  probability.'^*  This  sentence^ 
Sir^  only  inishes  the  phiof^  if  it  was  before  defective^  of 
your  tnGampetBncy  in  the  snhgect.  It  slums^  diat  yoo 
bave  so<  MtAe  acquaintance  with  Plctonism^  that  yout 
nrind  cannot  xeadily  appretasad  a  Vktoiick  nodon^ 
what  it  is  dearly  set  beftra  yon :  what  yon  take  £ar 
wty  mere  conjeetuse^  iff  the  expttss  assertion  of  Athena«> 
ipiraa)  in  the  very  passage  which  yoa  have  quoted :  and 
Athenagorasy  I  should  think^  nugbt  be  a  sufflcient  evi- 
deace  of  lib  own  meaning-— he  says^-^-^bat  the  Son  was 
caHed  the  Son,  as  being  Ae  first  oApriog  of  the  Fathes 
~noi  because  lie  was  ever  SMide^  bat  hecanse  he  went 
forth  to  act  upon  material  sofastaace&f  He  explaino 
the  generation  of  the  Son,  by  declaring  fiist  what  it 
signifies  not;  then,  what  it  signifies.  A  makk^  itiig- 
nifies  not :  a  ginng  (iisthi  according  to  Atbenagora%  it 
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fiignifles.  That  the  generatton  of  Hie  Son  of  God  is 
something  fignratively  called  a  generatioii^  will  hardly 
be  denied — Athenagoras  declares  what  he  understood 
by  the  figure ;  and  the  interpretation  which  he  puts  upon 
i^  seems,  to  have  been  general  among  the  writers  who 
came  from  the  same  schoolr^it  rests  not  however  upon 
any  coiyectnrei  but  upon  hb  authority :  the  faulty  &ir| 
is  not  in  me,  if  you  cannot  perceive  his  meaning  when 
it  is  rendered  in  our  own  language.  Ton  object  a  want 
of  analogy^  between  the  figure^  and  the  thing  which  it 
is  supposed  to  represent ;  this^  I  think,  with  an  Umta- 
riaU)  should  be  but  a  sli^t  objection ;  since  the  whole 
language  of  the  New  Testament,  in  their  view  of  it,  is 
made  up  of  figures,  in  which  analogy  b  wanting :  but 
the  question  is  not,  what  may  be  the  natural  sense  of 
the  word  generatioD,  when  it  is  applied  to  the  Bon  of 
God,  or  what  may  be  its  true  sense  when  it  is  so  applied 
in  Scripture  $  but  in  what  sense  it  was  accepted  by  the 
Platoniziog  Ghristians:  I  aifirm,  upon  the  authority  of 
Athenagoras,  that  it  was  understood  by  them,  when 
they  speak  of  it  as  taking  place  at  a  certain  time,  not 
of  a  banning  of  the  Son's  existence,  but  of  a  display 
of  his  powers :  to  confute  this  assertion,  instead  of  criti. 
cal  reasoning  upon  the  propriety  of  the  language,  you 
must  produce  some  better  auUioriiy  upon  your  own 
side,  than  that  of  Athenagoras,  whose  testimony  is  ex- 
press and  full,  on  mine. 

13,  But,  for  the  sense  which  these  Flatonists  pot 
upon  the  word  gme^Uion,  I  am  not  solicitous  to  defend 
it — ^I  have  spoken  of  it  in  my  Charge  as  a  conceit ;  and 
I  have  spoken  of  the  attempt,  to  put  a  determinate  seiist 
upon  a  figurative  expression,  of  which  no  particular 
exposition  can  be  drawn  from  holy  writ,  as  highly 
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presumptQOiis  ;*  stilly  Bir,  flie  Flaioiiists  i^re  not  with* 
out  a  defence,  against  what  yoa  have  found  to  object 
to  the  propriety  of  the  expression,  in  the  sense  in 
which  they  understand  it — ^Too  say  to  me,  ^^  Since 
according  to  yonr  hypothesis,  the  Logos  was  always 
an  intelligent  person,  he  must  have  exerted  his  intel* 
lectual  faculties^  in  some  way  or  other  from  all  eter- 
nity, as  much  as  the  Father  himself:'^  It  is  trae.  Sin 
Bat  it  was  not  an  exertion  of  his  bcuUies  in  9ome  way 
or  otfcer ,  but  the  first  exertion  of  them  on  external  things^ 
that  the  Platonick  fathers  understood  by  generation. 
This  was  the  exertion  in  which  the  Son  came  forth. 
Before  thisy  he  energized  only  within  himself :  he  lay^ 
as  it  were,  unissued  in  ttie  bosom  of  the  Fatlier.    ¥oa 

go  on ^^  was  the  exertion  of  the  faculties  of  the  Fa- 

&er  in  the  creation  of  the  world,  ever  called  a  genera- 
tion of  the^  Father? — ^and  yet,  according  to  you,  this 
language  must  have  been  equally  proper  with  respect 

to  the  Father /'t ^Not  according  to  me.  Sir.    I  hold 

with  the  Platonists,  that  the  Fatbev's  faculties  are  not 
exerted  on  external  things^  otherwise  than  through  the 
Son  and  Holy  Ghost :  these  two  persons  being,  as  it 
were,  the  two  faculties,  in  which  alone  the  Divine  nature 
is  active  on  created  things :  although  I  approve  not  the 
attempt  to  determine  the  meaning  of  a  figure,  which  the 
holy  Scriptures  leave  undetermined  ^  yet  I  cannot  allow, 
that  the  language,  in  that  interpretation  of  it  which  I 
ascribe  to  the  Platonists,  is  as  improper  of  the  Son  as  it 
Woold  be  of  the  Father :  I  perceive  indeed  no  impro* 
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lift.  Still  I  wdotAiii,  thai  the  thing  in  ^pettbn  ig, 
not  tho  proprielgr  or  im|ini|»afitjr  of  mn  expresaioD  $  bat 
the  fiM)t,  how  M  c^iMiion  wu  used  and  nndentood  hf 
certain  writen:  it  were  ettdleas  to  aocnmnlate  anthori. 
ti68|  bnt  if  ttie  eingle  testiaiony  of  Athenagoras  is  not 
salBcienty  I  will  prodnoe  two  more ;  to  one  of  which,  at 
leasts  T  expect  that  you  will  pay  aome  regard,  foecanee 
it  is  given  by  heretidca.  The  irst,  ia  that  of  Gonatnn. 
tine  the  Gfeat--4he  emperor  amy  be  anmbeied  mnMH^ 
the  Platonizing  GlMktttUM ;  becanae,  aa  yon  faavn  yoar« 
self  observed,  he  alleges  the  anthorily  of  Plttlo,  in  anp- 
port  of  the  Oatholiek  doctiine:  now  Oonstaatine  the 
fireat,  in  his  epistle  to  the  Nioometfans^  written  after 
the  Nicene  coonoil^  nses  ttiese  eaLpressions^— «^<  he  was 
begotten^  or  rather  he  himBelf  oaoM  fMrtfa  (bdog  evea 
ever  in  the  Father)  for  the  setting  in  order  of  the  tMngi 
iwhkh  were  made  by  hfan.^'*  Hi»e  the  emperw  ex* 
pounds  generatiooy  by  coming  forth :  he  thinks,  <<  that 
he  came  fortti»^  the  more  signiftcant  expression :  and  be 
asserts  the  eternal  eoeaustenoe  of  the  Bon  and  Fkttier* 
The  other  testimony,  on  which  I  shonld  more  rely  for 
your  conviction^  if  I  conld  hope  that  any  testimoay 
anight  prodoce  it,  is  that  of  Anns  flie  luBresiarch,  and 
the  priests  and  deacons  of  his  fiustion.  In  their  commoa 
letter  to  Alexander,  bbhop  of  Alexandria,  (the  seat  yoa 
know  of  the  Platonick  school^)  stating  what  they  be* 
lieved,  and  what  they  disbelieved ;  among  the  artt- 
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des  which  Aey  disbelieyed  is  this:  ^thftt  the  Son, 
previoDsly  existiiigy  was  afkerwuds  begotten  *^^^  AxA  it 
is  remarkable,  that  this  staodil  last  in  a  list  of  articlea 
of  disbelief*  In  the  preeeding  articles^  Aeir  disbelief  ii 
jostiSedy  by  a  reference  of  the  rejected  propositions  to 
certain  hiDreticks,  as  the  first  anthors  of  them :  4^  one  te 
Valentinas^  of  another  to  Manes^  and  another  to  Babel* 
Hos :  bat  this  article,  is  not  r^rred  to  any  heretkk ; 
wluch  argues  that  they  were  conscioos,  that  this  was 
the  opinion  of  the  church :  it  is  true,  they  immediately 
rafcg^,  that  '^  Alexander  himself,  had  often  poblickly 
declared  against  those  wlio  introduced  such  things  ;'^  as 
if  this  had  been  one  of  the  things,  which  Alexand^  con* 
demned :  but  the  fiilsehood  of  this  insmoatioQ  appears, 
from  another  opistie  of  Arios  to  Eusebius  of  Nicomedia, 
to  whom  as  a  friend,  the  faeietick  may  he  supposed  to 
write  without  art  or  disguise.  In  this  epistle  he  men* 
tioUB  the  prqiosition,  <^that  the  Son  is  coexistent  wiA 
God,  witlxmt  generatkin,''t  as  one  of  the  articles  of 
Alexander's  poblick  doctrine,  to  which  he  could  not 
^ve  assent.  Yon  will  find  both  these  epistles,  in  Bpi- 
phanius's  account  <tf  the  Arians. 

Iff.  From  tiiese  testimonies  it  is  indisputable,  that 
the  early  Platonists,  by  the  generation  of  the  Son,  when 
they  speak  of  it  as  taking  place  at  a  partibukr  time, 
nnderstand  not  any  beginning  of  his  existence :  and  it 
appears  that  it  was  the  language  of  the  orthodox,  at  the 
time  of  the  Nicene  council,  tliat  the  oxistence  of  the 
Son,  was  prior  to  his  generation,  and  independent  of  it^ 
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coeval  indeed  with  the  eternal  Father's.  Later  writers 
distinguisb  three  generations :  the  incarnation ;  the  going 
forth  to  the  business  of  creation ;  and  an  eternal  genera- 
tion ;  which  last^  is  only  a  name  for  the  unknown  man- 
ner^  in  which  the  Son's  existence  is  connected  with  the 
Father's,  r  Tertnllian^  in  the  passage  which  yon  have 
quoted  in  your  HistcNry^*  which  you  call  upon  me  so 
particularly  to  consider^t  only  speaks  the  language  of 
his  times^  and  never  dreamed  that  he  should  be  under- 
stood  to  assert  a  beginning  of  the  Bon's  existence^  when 
he  saidy  ^^  that  the  nativity  of  the  word  was  p^ected, 
when  God  said.  Let  ihere  he  Light  J^ 

16,  You  now,  SUr,  produce  another  passage  of  Ta« 
tallian,  to  prove  ^^how  rea^y  the  Platonioing  Chris- 
tians were,  to  revert  to  the  idea  of  an  attribute  of  God, 
in  their  use  <tf  the  word  Logos :":(  ^^^  ^  pu^^^S^  in^ 
stead  of  proving  this  readiness  of  the  Platonizing  Glftia^ 
tians,  proves  the  readiness  of  the  Pagan  philosophers,  to 
i^ply  this  same  name  to  a  person  $  even  to  the  Maker  of 
the  Universe. 

17*  You  call  upon  me  to  consider  also  a  passage  dted 
in  your  History,  ftom  Lactantins,  whose  orthodoxy,  yoa 
tell  me,  I  cannot  question.||  Sur,  yoa  are  not  more  in- 
accurate  in  your  citations  from  the  ancients,  than  nnfor* 
tunate  in  your  divinations  about  the  principles  of  your 
contemporaries,  and  the  concessions  which  they  wiU  be 
willing  to  make  to  you : — ^the  orthodoxy  of  Lactantius  I 
shall  question,  I  shall  deny :  he  had  not  perhaps  the 
dispositions  of  an  h^etbk— lie  did  not  set  himself  to 
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oppose^  vhat  he  knew  to  be  the  approved  doetrine  of  the 
charch^-but  his  talent  was  eloquence^  which  he  posses- 
sed in  a  high  degree,  and  his  learning  was  in  mytholo- 
gical antiquity:  in  philosophy,  his  information  was 
small ;  in  divinity,  he  was  a  child :  the  common  places 
of  morality  and  natural  religion,  he  touches  with  ele* 
gance ;  and  he  inveighs  against  the  Pagan  superstition, 
in  a  masterly  strain :  but  in  his  attempt  to  philosophize, 
or  to  expound  articles  of  faith,  he  is  contemptible : — ^in 
the  seventh  chapter  of  his  first  book,  he  ascribes  a  be- 
ginning to  the  existence  of  the  eternal  Father — ^no  won- 
der then,  that  he  should  ascribe  a  beguming  to  the  Son's 
existence: — ^you  are  welcome.  Sir,  to  any  advantage 
you  may  be  able  to  derive,  from  the  authorify>of  such  a 
writer* 

18.  I  persuade  myself  I  have  now  shown,  that  your 
objection  to  the  Gatholick  doctrine,  founded  on  its  sup- 
posed  Platonism,  and  your  aigument  for  what  I  shall 
call  the  Arianism  of  the  Platonizers  from  Athenagoras, 
are  well  entitled  to  the  places  which  they  hold  among 
my  specimens  of  insufficient  proof,  of  which  the  one  is 
the  sixth,  and  the  other  the  eighth  in  order. 

I  am,  ftc 
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LETTER  FOUBTEENTH. 

Ill  Bepty  to  Br  Ptie$Uey^8  eigMh. — The  $rM$mm^$ 
supporiUonf  that  IffiefintEHonHes  worshipped  Ckrigt, 
itfeniei.'^Hia  ouppooition^  Ihat  Theoiotuo  was  He 
first  person  who  taught  Hie  Unitarian  ioctrin^  at 
Momsy  iefondei. 

BEJtH  SIR. 

OF  all  my  nme  opedmMB  of  iaauflldmt  proof>  se- 
lected from  the  first  book  of  yow  History^  the  ftftb  is 
the  only  one,  aboHt  which  any  dovbt  is  likely  to  irauia 
(except  with  yourself)  that  ik  wa»  properly  aUeged  :  £» 
the  seventh  and  the  ninths  yon  give  np  ;  and  flie  other 
six  have  been  considered. 

8.  My  fifth  specisDwiy  was  yonr  Biisrepresentiiiio&  of 
Eusebius,  a  writer  of  acknowledged  veracity  and  can- 
doar^  whom  yon  very  rashly  chai^  with  inconsistency^ 
and  even  with  unfairness ;  because^  in  his  account  of 
Theodotus  the  hsresiarch,  who  appeared  at  Rome  aboat 
the  year  190,  he  cites  another  vrriter,  who  says,  that 
this  Theodotus  was  the  first  who  taught  the  mere  hu- 
manity of  Christ;  whereas  it  appears  from  his  own 
history,  that  the  Ebionites,  who  held  the  mere  haman- 
ity  of  Christ,  were  far  more  ancient  than  Theodotus. 
Admitting  the  antiquity  of  the  Ebionites,  I  maintain, 
that  Eusebins  is  so  easily  reconciled  with  the  author 
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whom  he  cites^  that  the  difference  between  them,  is  no 
jast  groand  to  tax  the  veracity  of  either.  It  is  very  cer- 
tain, that  Theodotas  maintained  the  mere  humanity  of 
Christ  in  the  grossest  sense :  in  that  gross  and  shocking 
sense,  in  which  it  is  at  this  day  tanght  by  yonrself  and 
Mr  Lindsey :  It  is  not  certain  that  the  £bionitesy  before 
Theodotas^  had  gone  farther  than  to  deny  our  Lord's 
original  divinity :  they  probably^  like  Socinus,  admitted 
some  uniutelligible  exaltation  of  his  nature  after  his 
resurrection,  which  rendered  him  the  object  of  worship ; 
if  this  was  the  case,  Theodotus  might  justly  claim  the 
honour  of  being  the  first  assertor  of  our  Lord's  humani« 
fy,  being  indeed  the  first  who  made  humanity  the  whole 
of  his  condition  :  by  this  very  natural  supposition,  that 
ttie  £bionites  were  Unitarians  of  a  milder  sort  than 
Theodotus,  Eusebius  might  have  been  reconciled  with 
himself,  had  it  been  his  own  assertion,  that  Theodo- 
tas was  the  first,  who  taught  the  mere  hnmani^  of 
Christ* 

3.  But  this  is  not  the  assertion  of  Eusebius,  but  oi 
another  writer  cited  by  Eusebius :  now,  since  Theodo- 
tas broached  his  heresy  at  Rome,  it  is  very  probable^ 
that  the  writer  cited  by  Eusebius  was  a  Roman,  and 
that  be  treated  of  the  state  of  religion  in  the  western 
church,  and  especially  at  Rome,  where  Theodotus  was 
probably  the  first,  who,  in  any  sense,  taught  the  mere 
humanity  of  CbrisLf 

4.  Too  tell  me,  in  your  eighth  letter,  that  the  differ- 
ence which  1  pat  between  Theodotus  and  Ebion,  is  ad- 


*  See  Charge  I.  leo.  16.  t  ^^^  Chu^e,  p.  429. 
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,  vasced  upon  my  Dwn  ftuttiority  :*  tnily^  Sir^  I  tbink 
that  a  supposkioii,  which  reconciles  a  writer  of  estab- 
lished credit  with  himself^  or,  wliicb  is  nearly  the  same 
thing,  with  another  writer  whom  he  cites  with  appro- 
bation^  should  need  no  great  authority  to  support  it ; 
.unless  it  be  contrary  to  known  fact^  in  which  case  in- 
deed no  authority  might  support  it^  or  in  itself  impro- 
bable :  Now^  Biv^  can  you  prove^  that  Christ  was  not 
worshipped  by  the  original  Ebionites  ?  Can  you  prove 
this,  I  would  ask,  by  explicit  evidence  ?  For  as  for  that 
kind  of  proof,  in  which  you  so  much  deljght,  which  \% 
drawn  by  abstract  reasoning  from  general  and  precari- 
ous maxims ;  it  is  of  no  more  significance  in  history, 
than  testimony  would  be  in  mathematicks ;  to  think  to 
demonstrate  a  fact  by  syllogism,  is  not  less  absurd,  than 
to  go  about  to  establish  a  geometrical  theorem  by  an 
affidavit:  excuse  me,  if  I  insist  upon  the  difference^  in 
the  nature  of  things,  between  historick  certainty  and 
scientiflck  truth:  I  apprehend,  an  inattention  to  this 
distinction  hath  misled  many,  and  hath  been  the  cause 
of  much  fruitless  labour  in  many  subjects.    Scientifidc 
truth  can  olily  be  established  by  abstract  reasoning-^ 
testimony  can,  in  science,  produce  nothing  more  than 
probability-^in  history,  it  is  quite  the  reverse ;  abstract 
reasoning  can  never  go  beyond  a  probability:  proof 
must  arise  from  evidence :  and  the  reason  of  this  is  plain 
—the  principles  of  scientiflck  truth  are  all  within  the 
mind  itself :  the  troths  of  history,  are  the  occurrences  of 
the  external  world :  neglecting  this  necessary  distinc- 
tion,  the  great  Berkley  questioned  the  existence  of  the 
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material  worlds  becaose  he  found  it  incapable  of  demon-* 
stcation ;  and  I  have  known  many  seek  a  confilrmation 
of^  geometrical  theorems  fttim  experiments  Now  to  re* 
turn  to  my  sobj[ect :  have  yoa  evidence^  for  that  is  the 
only  pro(^  to  which^  in  fliis  case^  the  judicious  will 
attend;  have  you  evidence^  that  Christ' was  not  wor* 
shipped  by  the  £bionites  ?  If  yoa  have  none,  my  sup*> 
position  is  not  contrary  to  known  fact :  is  it  in  itself 
improbable,  since  all  innovations  have  a  progress,  and 
ihe  divinity  of  Christ  was  the  belief,  and  the  worship  of 
Chiist  the  practice,  of  the  first  ages,  that  presumptuous 
men  would  begin  to  question  the  ground,  on  which  his 
right  to  worship  might  be  thought  to  stand,  before  they 
abandoned  the  worship  to  which  they  had  been  long| 
habituated?  Hath  not  thid  been  the  progress  of  the  cor* 
tnption  (yon  will  call  it  reformation,,  but  I  must  speab; 
my  own  language)  in  later  times  ?  Socinos,  although  he 
denied  the  original  divinity  of  our  Lord,  was  neverthe* 
less  a  worshipper  of  Chriat,  and  a  strenuous  assertor  of 
his  right  to  worship :  it  was  left  to  others  to.  build  upon 
{he  foundation  which  Socinus  laid ;  and  to  bring  ihe 
Unitarian  doctrine  to  the  goodly  form,  in  which  the  pre** 
sent  age  beholds  it 

0.  But,  Sir,  my  supposition  is  not  only  free  from  inir 
probability ;-  it  is  highly  probable :  Ebion,  in  his  notions 
of  the  Redeemer,  as  1  liave  already  had  occasion  ta 
observe,  seems  to  have  been  a  mere  Cerinthian —  Epi- 
phanius  and  IrenjEQS  say,  that  he  held  the  Cerinthian 
doctrine  of  a  union  of  Jesus  with  a  superangelick  being. 
The  Cerinthian  doctrine  was, — ^that  this  union  com- 
menced  at  our  Lord's  baptism ;  was  interrupted  during 
the  cmcifixion  and  at  the  time  of  our  Lord's  intementy 
but  restored  again  after  his  resurrection  j  and  being 
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restored)  it  rendered  the  mao  Jesus  an  object  of  cUvine 
boDoors.  As  Epiphanius  says  in  general  of  Ebioa^ 
that  he  held  the  Cerintbian  doctrine  concerning  Ghrifit^ 
>iithout  specifying  parts  that  he  received^  and  parts  that 
i^e  rejected;  the  probability  is^  that  be  received  the 
whole ;  and  of  consequencoi  that  he  worshipped  Christ 
M  a  deified  man,  notwithstanding  that  he  denied  hie 
original  divinity.  This  supposition  of  mine  hath,  you 
see,  a  probability  of  its  own ;  which  is  quite  distinct 
from  that  which  accrues  to  it,  from  its  use  in  reconciling 
Eusebius  with  the  historian  that  he  quotes;  and  is 
founded  on  the  acknowledged  agreement  of  Ebioa  with 
Cerinthus. 

6.  For  my  other  supposition,  that  Theodotos  might  be 
the  first  person  who  taught  the  Unitarian  doctrine  at 
Borne,  you  think  it  highly  improbable,  <<  because  Ter- 
tuUian  says^  that  in  his  time,  the  Unitarians  were  the 
greater  p^rt  of  believers  :''*  at  Rome  therefore,  *<  where 
there  was  a  conflux  of  a,ll  Religions  and  of  all  sects," 
the  probability  is  little,  that  there  should  be  no  Unitari- 
ans. Sir,  I  will  grant — 1  am  liberal,  I  am  siue,  in  my 
concessions — I  will  grant,  that  Home  swarmed  with  Uoi« 
tarians  in  the  time  of  TertuUian :  not  for  the  reason  which 
you  assign ;  that  TertuUian  says,  the  Unitarians  were 
the  majority  of  believers ;  for  this  TertuUian  hath  not 
said ;  with  whatever  confidence  you  may  ascribe  to  him, 
the  dreams  of  Zuickor  and  his  credulous  disciples ;  I 
must  take  the  liberty  to  say.  Sir,  that  a  man  ought  to  b^ 
accomplished  in  ancient  learning,  who  thinks  he  may 


»»■ « ' " 


*  Liettert  to  Dr  Honley,  p.  lUS^-p-^ee  tiso  p.  ISt;  mA  Settond  Leftcn^ 
p.  71. 


J.BT.  Xir.  TO  DB  PfUESTLEt.  g^j 

escape,  with  impunity,  and  without  detection,  in  the  at. 
tempt,  to  brow-beat  the  world  with  a  peremptory  and 
reiterated  allegation,  of  testimonies  that  exist  not :  but, 
Bir,  although  I  deny  that  TertuUian  says,  that  the  Uni. 
tarians  were  in  his  time  the  miyority  of  believers ;  yet 
I  will  grant,  that  they  were  numerous  at  Rome  in  the 
time  of  TertuUian ;  1  profess  1  know  not  how  numerous, 
or  how  few  they  were ;  but  to  show  the  strength  of  my 
cause,  since  you  are  pleased  to  have  it  so,  let  them  be 
numerous ;  how  will  their  numbers  affect  my  supposi- 
tion,  that  Theodotus  was  the  first  person  who,  at  Rom?, 
taught  the  Unitarian  doctrine  ?  Might  not  this  be,  al- 
though  the  Unitarians  swarmed  at  Rome  in  the  time  of 
TertuUian  ?  BeUeve  me,  Sir,  it  well  might  be ;  for  the 
times  of  TertuUian,  were  the  very  times  of  Theodotus  ; 
about  the  year  of  our  Lord  180,  TertuUian  embraced 
Christianity — ^about  the  year  of  our  Lord  100,  came 
Theodotus  the  apostate,  the  tanner  of  Byzantium, 
preaching  at  Rome  the  doctrine  of  Antichrist 

7.  My  learned  ally  has  a  third  conjecture,  for  the 
reconciling  of  Eusebius  and  his  author.  It  is  by  no 
means  necessary  to  our  argument,  that  either  of  my  sup- 
positions, or  that  his^  or  that  any  particular  conjecture 
which  may  be  made  upon  the  subject,  should  be  brought 
to  a  certainty ;  you  tax  Eusebius  with  want  of  candour 
and  consistency — the  charge  rests  upon  an  assumption, 
that  what  Eusebius  relates  of  the  antiquity  of  the  Ebion- 
ites,  and  what  his  author  affirms  of  the  first  assertion  of 
our  Lord's  mere  humanity,  by  Theodotus,  cannot  be  in- 
terpreted but  in  contradictory  senses :  if  we  have  shown, 
by  a  variety  of  probable  conjectures,  that  the  two  asser- 
tions admit  consistent  interpretations,  that  each  may  be 
true  in  the  sense  in  which  each  writer  understood  him- 
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gelf^  wiihoat  contradiction  of  the  other,  the  whole  evi« 
dence  of  your  accusation  is  demolished,  and  the  charge, 
of  temerity  and  presumption,  Hes  heavy  on  yours^,  for 
an  attack  which  you  cannot  support  with  proof,  upon 
the  character  of  a  grave  and  respectable  historian. 

I  am,  &c^ 
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£i  JZeply  to  Dr  PriesUefs  seventh.-^Tlie  metaphysictd 
iifficutties  stated  by  Dr  PrieMey,  neither  new  nor 
nnanswerabh.'^DiffictilHes  short  of  a  contradiction, 
'no  objection  to  a  retealed  doctrine. — Difficulties  in 
ihe  Jlrian  and  Socinian  doctrine. — TTie  Father  not 
ike  sole  object  of  worship.^^Our  Lordj  in  what  sense 
en  image  of  the  invisible  God^  and  the  first-born  of 
enery  creutnre.^^'^ot  the  design  qfthe  evangelistSy  to 
deliver  a  system  of  fundamental  frincipUs.^^The 
doctrine  of  the  Trinity ^  rests  on  ihe  general  tenor  of  the 
sacred  wriHngs.'^The  inference^  ihat  Christ  is  not 
Gody  because  the  apostles  often  speak  of  him  as  manp 
invaUd. — Hie  inference^  from  the  manner  in  which 
he  sometimes  speaks  of  himself  invalid. — Hie  Mha- 
nasians  of  Ike  last  age^  no  Trilheists. 

BEAR  sui» 

AFTER  the  declaration  which  I  have  made,  that  I 
will  not  enter  into  a  regular  controversy  with  you,  upon 
the  8ul]{ject  of  the  Trinity ;  you  will  not  wonder,  if  you 
receive  only  a  general  reply  to  some  parts  of  your  sev- 
enth  letter.  A  particular  answer  to  the  several  objec. 
tions  which  it  contains,  would  lead  me  into  metaphysical 
disquisitions,  which  I  wish  to  decline,  because,  in  that 
subject  I  foresee^  that  we  should  want  common  principles^ 
and  a  common  laoguage.    The  questions^  which  you 


%^  LETTCRS  m  BEFLT  LST.  XT 

propose  in  the  second  and  ttie  fourth  sections  of  this  let^ 
ter,  are  not  new,  and  have  been  answered :  but  if  they 
were  unanswerable^  what  would  be  the  inference  ?  The 
inference  would  only  be^  that  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity 
hath  its  difficulties ;  and  is  it  possiblei  that  any  doctrine 
concerning  the  nature  of  the  Deity,  should  be  without 
its  difficulties  ?  When  the  infinite  distance  is  considnreA 
between  man  and  his  Maker^  it  seems  rwsonable  to 
presume^  that  there  must  be  mysteries^far  above  the  reach 
of  the  human  understandings  both  in  the  nature  of  CM, 
and  in  the  plan  of  bis  government ;  that  the  fullest  ^»* 
coveiy  that  could  be  made,  of  6od  and  of  his  waya^  to 
the  human  intellect,  must  be  imperfect ;  because^  h0W« 
ever  perfect  in  itself,  it  could  be  but  imperfectly  apjj^* 
bended.    No  difficulties,  therefore,  short  of  a  contradic- 
tion, can  be  allowed  to  constitute  an  objecthui)  to  a  doc- 
trine claiming  divine  original ;  on  the  contrary,  it  ahonld 
rather  seem,  that  to  involve  difficnlties^  must  bo  one 
characteristick  of  a  divine  revelation ;  and  its  greatest 
difficulties,  may  reasonably  be  expected  to  lie  in  those 
parts,  which  immediately  respect  the  unixa^  of  God,  and 
the  manner  of  his  existence :  if  you  would  suppose  the 
contrary,  if  you  would  insist,  that  a  divine  revelation, 
being  intended  for  the  general  information  of  mankind, 
must  be  perspicuous  and  free  from  difficulty ;  1  would 
ask,  is  Ohristianity  clear  of  difficulties  in  any  of  the 
Unitarian  schemes  ?  hath  the  Arian  hypothesis  no  diffi- 
culty, when  it  ascribes  both  the  first  formation,  and  the 
perpetual  government  of  the  universe,  not  to  the  Deity, 
but  to  an  inferior  being  ?  can  any  power  or  wisdom, 
less  than  the  Supreme,  be  a  sufficient  ground  for  the 
trust  we  are  required  to  place  in  Providence  P  Make 
the  wisdom  and  the  power  of  our  ruler  what  you  please ; 
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•(ill,  apoii  Che  Arian  principle^  it  b  Aa  witdom  and  the 
power  of  a  cmture :  where  tibieii  will  be  the  certainty^ 
Aat  the  evil  which  we  fiod  iD  the  worlds  hath  not  icrept 
ID  ihroogh  flome  imperfiBctioo  in  Ihe  origioal  coatiivMC^ 
er  in  the  present  manageoient ;  ainoe  eveiy  intellect 
below  the  in%  may  be  liable  to  error,  and  any  power^ 
abort  of  the  sopreme,  may  be  inadequate  to  purpoeea  of 
a  cortaio  magoitnde  ?  Bnt  if  evfl  may  have  thoa  crept 
in,  what  aMurance  can  we  have,  that  it  will  ever  be 
extiipaled  ?  In  the  Bodatan  scheme^  bi  it  no  diiBcnlty^ 
tiiat  the  capacity  of  a  awre  man  riioold  contain  that  wis* 
dom,  by  which  fibd  made  the  nnif  ene  ?  Whatever  is 
meant  fay  Ab  Wofi  in  Si  John^s  B^pdy  it  is  the  eamo 
Word  of  which  tte  evangdiet  eay%  ihat  all  things  wen 
made  by  it,  and  that  k  was  itself  made  fesh :  if  this 
Wtvd  he  the  Divine  attiibiite,  Wisdom;  then  that  at- 
tribotey  in  the  degree  which  was  equal  to  the  formatioa 
of  the  ntavnrse,  in  this  view  of  the  Scriptare  doctrine, 
was  conveyed  eiifire  into  the  mind  of  a  mere  man,  the 
son  of  a  Jewish  carpentevi— a  mudi  pmUer  difficnliy,  in 
mj  nppnehensioo,  than  any  that  is  to  be  fonnd  in  the 
CSatholkk  faifli.# 


•  la  Mflr  A»  <Wi^  Pr  FfieMlqr  «qri  tonkin  the  lUrtceoSi  of  bkOe^na 
Lcttcn»  tec  8.  <*Prm7»  Sir»  what  Sodnuuii  ever  inaintaiMd,  thai  the  Difine 
ittnbate,  Wkdom,  m  the  degree  which  was  cqoal  to  the  formatioa  of  the  oiu* 
Ycrae»  was  wnveycd  entire  bio  the  miod  of  Jema  Chriit  f "  I  mjp  that  St  John 
mmmf^m  it»  if  8t  John  wai|  what  Ilr  Prieatlej  belieTea  hifli  to  have  heen,  a 
SueiirfT'<  -^t  ii  maiBiaioed  in  ih«  hegmnbg  of  St  John's  goipel,  if  the  etangel* 
tete  wNMila  he  eipoonded  in  li|a  tnie  aaMo  bjr^the  Uuitariana— the  Word,  which 
wm  erith  Godfieaa  te  beginning,  aaeotdfaig  to  St  John,  wai  made  fleah:  if  the 
Wofd,  which  wm  made  ioiht  wai  not  ihe  aame  Woid  which  was  in  the  be|jhi* 
^uag  with  Gedy  ^  which  all  lidngi  were  made,  there  it  no  meaning  in  the  efui* 
^uVmfT  —■-  fiiBinl  «r  Sgocilive.  The  Wonft  being  made  fleah,  aceordiog  ta 
the  frpttr^n^j  waa  oolj  a  commonkation  of  the  Word  to  the  mfaid  of  Chritt  s 
wbatwaa  eoaimateted  to  the  mind  of  Ghriit  f  that  Word  whkh  ma  from  tha 
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%  In  tbe'third  section  of  your  seventh  letto*,  yoa 
build  an  ai^oment  for  the  sole  deity  of  the  Faiher,  upon 
an  assnmption  that  he  is  the  sole  object  of  worship.  To 
this  argament  I  have  replied.*  I  deny  the  assumption— 
I  cite  the  example  of  Bt  Stephen^  whose  last  act  of  wor« 
ahip  was  addressed  to  Christ :  you  allege,  on  the  oth» 
side,  the  example  of  our  Saviour,  who  himself  prayed 
to  the  Father,  the  authority  of  Origen ;  and,  I  know  not 
what,  early  and  universal  practice :  I  reply,  that  our 
Saviour,  as  a  man,  owed  worship  to  fiie  Father:  I 
maintain,  that  neither  the  authority  of  Origen,  nor  any 
universal  practice  of  a  later  age,  can  outweigh  the  ex. 
ample  of  Bt  Stephen,  were  it  single ;  much  less,  sup* 
ported  as  it  is  by  other  examples  of  equal  wei^t:  As 
worship  addressed  to  Christ,  by  Bt  Stephen  and  tbe 
apostles,  either  proves  the  trinity  of  Christ,  or  it  justi- 
fies the  worship  of  the  sunts  and  martyrs  in  the  &oman 
church ;  and  they  who  live  in  countries,  where  the  papal 
superstition  is  established,  may  witlpout  scruple,  invo. 
4»te  St  Michael,  St  Raphael,  St  Abel,  St  Abraham, 
St  Stephen,  St  Sebastian ;  and  all  the  sabts,  angelidi 
and  human,  Jewish  and  Christian^  of  the  Bomaa  cat 
endar. 

8.  The  text  of  St  Paul  (GoL  L  iS.)  was  produced 
by  me,t  not  as  the  most  explidt  assertion  that  may  be 


begiDomg,  whieh  nuKle  Che  world— Or  PirieaSey  mjM,  4kit  it  bmm  thiB  (he 
CJnitariant  believe :  *' what  we  beliefe  ii  thrt  mptrUtn  011^9  «f  the  mm 

wMom  which  formed  the  oulvene^  ww  eomiiutiiiaitod  to  Christ.*  H  nugr  he 
io.  Far  be  it  from  me  to  tax  Dr  Prieidej,  or  hit  brethreo,  with  a  hofer  frith 
than  they  profeti;  but  if  thejr  believe  no  more  than  Dr  flitihi,  hi  thit  ptttife 
admowledget^  they  belioTe  moth  lett  than  St  Johft  Mwrtib  ^  ^  BUMt  icdkmci 
jtetae  of  hit  exprcttioQt. 
•  Lette  Zl  t  8*«  Chaift  p.  15. 
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fnand  in  Scnptare,  ef  our  Lmrd's  diviiuty:  bat  as  an 
explicit  assertion^  that  he  is  at  least  something  much 
more  than  man^  and  that  the  universe  was  made  by  him» 
If  the  dignity  of  bis  nature  were  mentioned^  only  in  thi» 
single  passage^  or  were  no  where  described  by  higheit' 
titles  than  those  which  the  apostle  uses  here ;  *<  the 
hnaige  d  the  invisible  God^  and  the  fini-hofn  of  eveiy 
oreatme/^  divinity  might  seem  more  than.is  implied  in 
them :  but  when  we  recollect  the  stronger  expressions^ 
which  occur  in  other  places ;  in  particular^  St  Paul's 
assertion,  that  he  was  originally  in  the  Conn  of  God,  of 
which  he.emptied  himielf  to  take  the  form  of  a  servant, 
is.  of a  man;  and.  when  to  all  other  proo&  ctf  the  high 
digpiity  of  his  nature,  we  add  Bt  John's  explicit  doc* 
trine  of  his  eternity  and  Godhead ;  it  must  be  very  evi«^ 
dent,  that  it  could  not  he  the  intention  of  St  Faul^ 
in  this  passage,  to  sink  the  Bon  of  God  into  the  rank  dl 
a  creaturoy  or  to  separate  him  from  the  Divine  nature. 
Tha  Ibrce  of  St  PanPs  description,  in  both  its  branches, 
lies  rather  in  the  adjectives,  tnvmUs  and  first-bamf 
tha»  iH  the  substantives,  image  and  ereahtre :  the  first 
branch  of  the  description,  that  <<  he  ia  the  image  of  the 
invisible  God,"  points  to  a  circumstance,  upon  which 
the  early  fiithers  dwell,  as  one  of  the  principal  person- 
al diatmetions  $  that  it  is  in  the  person  only  of  the  Sob, 
that  the  glory  of  the  Gh>Aead  can  be  rendered  visible — 
Jbr  .GfodE,  in  the  person  of  the  Father,  no  man  hath  Been 
id  any  time.^  The  Bon,  is  therefore  an  image  of  the 
Invisible  Deity ;  not  as  a  likeness  formed  in  a  distinct 
substance,  but  as  he,  who,  in  every  instance  of  an  im* 


mm 
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vediato  tetenMnfttf  betwMn  God  and  nan,  balU  bew 
tte  appealing  person.^  The  aecwd  branch  of  the  de»t 
eription^  hoMa  Mt  a  dktinctiM  between  birth  and  crea- 
tiotty  whicli  uhpliee^  that  the  Son'a  exittenoe  ie  depeoii 
dent  on  the  Faiher'i^  in  tome  other  manner  than  that,  m 
which  any  dreatare's  exietenGO  is  dependent  on  tie  Ma- 
ker's. YoQ  most  hnow^  that  the  worda  in  the  erigMial 
text,  fff^/l0tH  ^anv  fOmmf  are  eqoivalent  to  these: 
I  r%x^  ^f^  ^^^^  ^99imt^  he  who  wu  fom  or  fojpotten 
hef&re  my  emtUtm,  or  before  any  thing  wag  madB. 
'at  is  observable,  says  Dr  Clarka,  that  BtPanl  does 
not  here  call  oor  BaTfoor  vpH^nrmp  wmn  4t^9mt,  fit 
first  cnatU  of  all  ereatureay  hot  itfJl^m^  i^^^  Jh^m^ 
the  first  born  rfewrjf  enatmrot  the  Irst  begotten  be* 
fore  all  creatoress'' 

%.  I  allow,  that  ^  there  is  nettling ihat  canbecalled 
in  account  of  the  divine  natnre  of  Ofarist,  in  the  gospeli 
of  St  Matthew,  Bt  Marie,  or  St  Lobe  t^'f  Bnt,  every 
one  of  the  gospels  abounds  with  pasMges,  in  which  kit 
so  endenQy  implied,  that  no  room  is  Ml  to  doabt,  tkat 
flie  foor  evangriistsi  bad  tint  one  ophnon  npon  the  Mb- 
ject :  I  cannot  admit  yonr  position,  Oai  ^  each  of  the 
gospels,  was  intended  to  be  a  snflkient  instradioii  is 
the  fandamental  principles  of  tte  doctrine  of  Christian- 
ity ;"|  nothing  seems  to  liave  been  less  the  intention  of 
any  of  the  evangelists,  tlnm  to  compose  a  system  of  fun- 
damental prindples — ^instruction  in  fhndamentah^  in 
that  age,  was  onlly  delivered ;  the  general  design  of 


•  imag§  $f  ihe  kttiMB  G9d.   "A  IHeljrdMeriptiM  of  tlie  ^nonof 

Ckrfati  wherekj  we  Qndentaady  tint  is  bin  «alf  Qet  SioweCb  UatetfftoVe 
teea.**    Marpnal  Mte,  )n  Barko^i  ^purto  Bibfe^  1599. 
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tiie  evftngelttifli,  seems  to  have  been  nothiog  more  than 
to  deliver  Id  writing,  a  simple,  nnembellished  narrative 
of  oor  Lord's  principal  miracles ;  to  record  the  occnr* 
fMces  and  actions  of  his  life,  which  went  immediately 
to  the  completion  of  the  ancient  prophecies,  or  to  the 
ezecotioii  of  the  scheme  of  man^s  redemption ;  and  to 
tegister  the  most  interesting  maitims  of  rel^on  and 
Dontlity,  whicb  were  contained  in  h&s  discoorses.  The 
principles  of  the  Christian  reK^on,  are  to  be  collected^ 
neither  from  a  single  gospel,  nor  from  all  the  four  gos« 
pels ;  nor  ft^m  the  four  gospels,  with  the  acts  and  the 
epmtles  ;  bnt  from  the  whole  code  of  revelation,  consis* 
fing  flf  the  canonical  books  of  the  Old  and  New  Testa*' 
ment :  and  lor  any  article  of  faith,  the  authority  of  M 
nngle  writer,  where  it  is  express  and  nneqnivocal,  it 
snllcient  Had  St  Paul  telated  what  he  saw  in  the 
third  heaven,  1  hope.  Sir,  yon  wonld  have  ^en  hint 
implicit  credit,  although  the  truth  of  the  narrative,  most 
have  rested  on  his  single  testimony. 

0.  1  cannot  however  grant,  that  (be  general  tenor  of 
Scripture,  supposes  not  such  a  Trini^  as  I  contend 
fer.^  I  contend,  that  your  doctrine  is  what  stands  upon 
particular  texts }  wldle  the  Gatholick  faith,  is  supported 
by  the  general  tenor  of  the  sacred  writings,  and  by  the 
consent  of  those  writings,  in  many  parts,  with  an  oni* 
venal  tradition  of  unexplored  antiquity. 

6.  Tou  ask  me,  <<  why  the  doctrine  of  thif  Trinity,  if 
it  be  a  truth,  was  not  taught  as  explicitly  in  the  New 
Testament,  as  the  doctrine  of  the  Divine  unity,  botti  in 
Old  and  New  ?''t  ^^^  J^  ^7$  *^  ^^  ^^7  passages  in 
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IKIf  vemaawwamut  zgr.xr- 

Smptnre^  inculcate  the  doetrine  of  the  Divine  unity » ia 
the  clearest  and  strongest  manner  :''*  be  pleased^  Sir^  to 
prodace  one  of  the  many :  I  know  of  no  doctrine  of 
the  Divine  nnky^  tangjht  either  in  the  Old  Testunent  or 
in  the  New,  bnt  the  doctrine^  that  Jehovah^  the  God  of 
Abraham^  Isaaci  and  Jacob ;  the  Creator  of  heaven  and 
earth ;  is  the  one  true  Ood^  in  imposition  to  the  variety 
of  imaginary  gods  worshii^ed  by  the  heathen  :t  con^ 
eeming  the  meli^hy deal  vmtg  of  flie  Divine  natore,  the 
Scriptures  are  silent ;  except  that,  by  discovering  a  Tri« 
nily  of  personsi  they  teach  clearly  what  the  unity  IB  not ; 
namely,  that  it  is  not  personal :  if  yon  imagMie^  that  the 
sbsolate  unity  of  the  Divine  subslanoei  ia  more  eaqr  to 
be  explained  than  the  Trinity ;  let  me  entreat  yon,  Sir^ 
to  read  the  Pamenides :  it  is  indeed  in  Plato^s  school^ 
if  any  wbere^  that  a  man's  eyes  are  likely  to  beopened* 
to  his  own  ignorance.  JBead  the  Parmenides— yon  witt 
then  perhaps  perceive^  that  that  unity,  which  must  be 
the  foundation  of  all  beiogp  is  itself^  of  all  things,  the 
most  mysterious  and  incomprehensible.  I  must  biow 
more  of  it  than  I  do,  before  I  can  pretend  to  perceive^ 
what  is  so  clear  to  you,  that  you  think  that  I  cannot 
deny  it,  ^^  that  the  doctrine  <tf  the  Trinity,  looks  like  an 
infringement  of  the  unity/^| 

7*  The  argument  contained  in  the  seventh  section  of 
your  seventh  letter,  splits,  I  think,  into  three,  resting 
on  (he  tiiree  different  assumptions.  The  apostles,  both 
in  the  book  of  Acts,  and  in  their  epistles,  usually  call 
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Christ  a  nan;  Omrefore  Qxej  knew  not  tibat  he  was 
God ;  for  the  discoveiy  woald  hiufe  changed  their  Ian* 
gnage-f 

&  They  speak  of  him  as  a  man,  in  reasoning  and  ar- 
gomentation.    Therefore  he  was  a  man^f 

9f  IlYikj  behaved  to  him  as  a  man,  in  th^  ordinaiy 
intmrconrse  with  him ;  therefore  they  had  no  af  prehen- 
sion  ttiat  he  was  CM.} 

10.  To  the  two  first  arguments,  it  is  an  answer,  thai 
according  to  the  faith  which  I  defend,  Christ  is  truly  a 
man  as  well  as  God :  it  is  no  wonder  therefore,  that  he 
should  be  mentioned  as  a  man,  when  nothing  in  the 
narratiTe,  or  in  the  argument,  requires  that  his  divinity 
ahoold  be  particularly  brought  to  view. 

11.  To  the  first  ailment  in  particular,  it  is  a  farther 
answer ;  that  it  was  the  style  of  all  the  sacred  writers, 
and  it  is  the  style  of  all  writers,  to  name  things  rather 
after  their  appearances,  than  their  internal  forms :  the 
tempter  yon  know,  in  the  Mosaick  hbtory  of  the  fall,  is 
called  the  serpent ;  and  is  not  once  mentioned  by  any 
other  name :  the  three  angels,  who  appeared  to  Abra« 
haa  in  the  form  of  men,  are  called  men,  throughout  the 
atoiy. 

IS.  To  the  second  argument  in  particular,  it  is  a  fur* 
fher  answer ;  that,  as  the  scheme  of  man's  redemption, 
required  the  incarnation  of  the  Bon  of  GNkI  ;  the  apos* 
<Us,  would  often  find  it  necessary  in  reasoning  upon 
that  scheme,  and  in  argumentation  in  defence  of  i^  to 
imnst  on  his  humanity* 


*  Utten  to  0r  Hontejr,  p.  9S.  f  ^^'  ^ 


1&  TlMlbMlNri«cboftheai|;iinent,cunot  be  al. 
lowed  to  have  atty  Ibrce  at  all^  eveo  thoa^  the  asstunp. 
tion  upon  which  it  rests  shoald  be  admitted^  if  we  have 
the  aathority  oi  the  apoetlea^  k  their  writings  for  the 
deity  of  GhrisI  /  the  moat  that  ooHld  be  iufeired,  wen 
the  aaaomfWloii  trae^  wovld  be  aomething  strange  in 
Aeir  Goadoct ;  and  evm  thia  might  be  a  haa<y  i^sr* 
ence--the  singularity  of  their  conduct  odght  diaappear, 
if  tiie  accounts  which  tiiey  have  left  <tf  our  Lord's  life 
en  earth,  and  of  theur  attendance  npon  hia^  were  mm 
circniastantial :  but  the  truth  is,  that  the  fonndations  ef 
this  argnment  are  nnsennd :  it  may  be  gathered  froei 
the  evangslical  history,  imperfisct  as  it  is,  that  tiie  hehe* 
vionr  of  the  apoailaa  toonr  Lord  dqrJBig  his  life,  posses- 
sed  aa  they  were  with  an  imferfect,  wmvervig  belief  ia 
him  as  the  Mesaab,  and  with  indistinct  notions  of  the 
liessiah's  diviniiy,  was  the  natural  behavionr  ef  men 
nnder  these  impressions :  they  treat  Urn,  a^enell  occa- 
sions,  with  a  very  distant  naerve:  sometimes  they  im« 
vdie  him  as  a  deity ;  as  St  Peter,  when  he  was  mnkii^ 
In  the  sea,  and  all  the  disciples,  in  the  stoimu  If  the 
angels,  Mkhador  6abrid,sho«ld  cosDeandHve  amos^B 
ns,  in  the  manner  which  you  suppose,^  I  think  we 
ahonld  soon  lose  our  habitaal  eecoUectioa  of  their  an* 
gelick  nature ;  it  would  be  only  oocaaonaliy  awaked  hjf 
eactraordinary  incidents:  TUs  at  leaat  wonld  be  tbe 
case,  if  they  mixed  with  us  npon  an  even  fostieg^  wittu 
out  assuming  any  badges  of  difltiuGtion,  wearaiga  easm- 
mon  garb,  partaking  of  our  lodguq;  nod  of  our  hoan^ 
auffering  in  the  same  degree  with  ourselves  from  hnngev 
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mod  fatigae^  and  seeking  the  eame  refteshmente.  Tha 
wonder  would  be|  if  angels^  in  this  disguise,  met  with 
any  other  respect,  than  that  which  dignity  of  character 
commands^  with  something  of  occasional  homage,  whea 
Iheir  miraculous  help  was  needed.  This  was  the  rei» 
pect  which  our  Lord  met  with  from  his  followers.  Toft 
say,  ^^  could  not  divest  himself  of  his  superior  and  prop- 
er nature  */'*  but  St  Paul  says  quite  the  contrary,— 4hat 
he  emptied  himself,  and  assumed  a  form,  which  set  out 
of  m^t  the  transcendent  dignity  of  his  nature,  and  do* 
prived  him  of  the  homage  due  to  it  Tlie  scheme  of 
man^s  redemption  required  thb  humiliation,  which  mada 
a  part  of  the  soffeiings  by  which  our  guilt  was  to  be 
atoned. 

14.  la  the  eighth  section  of  this  seventh  letter,  you  argue 
agaiost  our  Lord's  divinity,  from  ^<  the  manner  in  which 
he  speaks  of  the  power  by  which  he  worked  miracles, 
aa  not  his  own,  but  the  Father's;'^!  and  from  tha 
manner  in  which  he  speaks  of  himself,  saying,  My  fh* 
iker  is  greater  Uian  L  If  from  such  expressions,  yoa 
would  be  content  to  infer,  that  the  Almighty  Father  ii 
indeed  the  fountain  and  the  ceq^e  of  divinity;  and  tliat 
the  equality  of  Gknlhead  is  to  be  understood^  witl^  some 
mysterious  subordination  of  the  Son,  to  the  Fath^ ;  yoa 
would  have  the  concurrence  of  the  ancient  fathers,  and 
of  many  advocates  of  the  true  faith,  in  all  agps.  If  yoa 
would  infer  any  other  inferiority,  than  what  ia  necessap 
lily  implied  in  the  relation  of  a  San,  seme  of  the  veiy 
passages  to  which  you  allnde,  will  serve  to  your  confu- 
tation :  such  are  thosasayinga  ofonr  Lord,  recorded  in 
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St  Jobn^s  gospel,  that  ^the  Bon  can  do  nothing  of 
himself* — the  word  which  you  hear,  is  not  mine^  but  the 
Father's  which  sent  mef  the  Father  which  dweU 
leth  in  me,  he  doeth  the  works :''{  refer  the  expressions 
to  the  context,  and  it  will  appear,  that,  with  something 
of  a  subordfaiation  on  the  part  of  the  Son,  they  assert 
the  most  perfect  identity  of  natare,  the  most  enthre  unily 
of  will,  and  consent  of  intellect,  and  an  incessant  coop« 
eration  in  the  exertion  of  common  powers  to  a  common 
purpose.  Yon  are,  Sir,  very  positive  in  the  assertion^ 
that  Dr  Waterland  in  particular,  and  all  the  strict  Atha- 
nasians  of  the  last  age,  maintained,  ^^  that  the  Trinity 
consists  of  three  persons,  all  tmly  independent  of  each 
other  :''||  upon  this  opinion,  which  you  ascribe  to  the 
strict  Attianasians,  you  remark  in  your  History,^  that 
to  make  three  proper  distinct  persons,  independent  of 
each  other,  is  to  make  three  distinct  gods.  I  concur 
with  yon  in  this  remark,  in  which  you  have  been  anti* 
cipated  by  the  Roman  Bionysius ;  whose  judgment  yon 
know,  upon  certain  persons  of  his  own  time,  who,  in 
their  zeal  against  SabelUus,  ran  into  tins  error,  ^  is 
quoted  with  approbation  by  Athanasius  himself  ;''^bu^ 
Sir,  I  deny,  of  Dr  Wateiland  in  partkular,  and  of  the 
strict  Athanasians  of  the  last  age  in  general,  that  they 
fall  jusUy  under  this  censure. 

10.  Bishop  Bull,  in  his  defence  of  the  Nicene  faitb, 
spends  a  whole  chapter,  and  a  very  long  chapter  it  is, 
upon  the  sulgect  of  the  Son's  subordination ;  which  he 
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maintains  to  be  as  much  a  branch  of  the  irae  faith,  a« 
the  doctrine  of  the  Son's  eternity  or  consubstantialify. 

16.  The  same  thing  is  asserted  by  Bishop  Pearso% 
in  his  exposition  of  the  aposUes  creed :  he  observes^ 
that  ^^  in  the  very  name  of  Father^  there  is  something  of 
eminence,  wluch  is  not  in  that  of  Bon ;  and  something 
of  priority  we  must  ascribe  nnto  the  first,  in  respect  of 
(he  second  person,'^*  **  —We  mast  not  therefore 
so  far  endeavour  to  involve  ourselves  in  the  darkness  of 
this  mystery,  as  to  deny  that  glory  which  is  clearly  due 
unto  the  Father-^he  is  God,  not  of  any  other,  but  of 
himself ;  there  is  no  other  person  who  is  God,  bnt  is 
God  of  him : — ^it  b  no  dimination  of  the  Son  to  say,  he 
b  from  another— bnt  it  were  a  diminntion  of  the  Father 
to  speak  so  of  him ;  and  there  mast  be  some  preemi^ 
tieace,  where  there  is  a  place  for  derogation — the  first 
person  is  a  Father  indeed,  by  reason  of  his  Son,  bot 
he  is  not  God  by  reason  of  him ;  whereas,  the  Son  is 
not  only  Son  in  regard  of  the  Father,  bat  also  God,  by 
reason  of  the  same.''t  Upon  this  preeminence  of  the 
Father,  the  learned  Bishop  founds  the  congmity  of  the 
IHvine  mission ;]:  and  he  maintains,  that  ^  the  dignity 
of  the  Faither  appears,  from  the  order  of  persons  in  the 
blessed  Trinity,  of  which  he  is  andoubtedly  the  first 
Although  in  some  passages  of  the  apostolical  discourses, 

the  Son  may  be  first  named ^and  in  others,  the  Holy 

Ghost  precede  the  Bon— —yet,  where  the  three  persons 
are  barely  enumerated,  and  delivered  unto  us  as  the 
rale  of  faith,  there  that  order  is  observed,  which  is  pro- 
per to  them— this  order  hath  been  perpetuated  in  all 


*  Ptenon  oa  the  needy  p.  Si.  f  Ibid.  \  Ibid.  p.  37. 
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eonfesiioBS  of  faitb^  and  ui  fw  ever  to  be  inviolably  ob. 
served  i^**  and  tbis  order  bdng  so  generally  ackoowU 
6dged  b^  the  Fatbers^  the  bishop  remarks  in  a  oote, 
that^  ^<  when  we  read  in  the  Athanasian  creed,  (hat  m 
Ikis  TrinUg  nOTie  is  afore  or  after  oAer^  we  must  nn* 
derstand  the  negation  of  the  pri<Hrity  ui  perfection  or 
fime.'^t 

17*  To  fbt  eame  parposOi  the  learned  Mr  WtUiam 
Stephens,  aathor  of  some  able  disconrses  on  the  Trini* 
ijf  in  his  sermon  On  tko  Etemai  OonoraJtian  of  (ftf 
Son  of  Oodj  preached  befbre  the  nnivwsiiy  of  Oxford^ 
August  5th  17881  affirms ;  that  ^  on  the  eommnnlcation 
of  the  Godhead  from  the  Father  to  the  son-^  founded 
and  established^  all  that  subordination  which  we  asseit 
among  the  persons  of  the  Trinity^-^he  adds^  that  ^  un- 
less some  subordination  be  maintained^  we  nm  into 
Tritheism/'  For  he  agrees  with  yoo  and  me^  that 
**  three  eo-oriinate  persons,  would  be  manifestly  three 
gods,^ 

18.  The  same  sentiments  are  acknowledged  by  Br 
Waterland^  in  his  commentary  on  the  Atbanaaiaii  creed : 
^  When  it  is  said^  ftone  ie  aforo  or  after  othery  we  are 
not  to  understand  it  of  order }  for  Ae  Fatlier  is  firsts  the 
Bon  second,  the  Holy  Ghost  third  in  order.  Neither 
are  we  to  understand  it  of  office ;  for  the  Father  is 
supreme  in  office,  while  the  Son  and  Holy  Gbosly 
condescend  to  inferior  offices :  but  we  are  to  ooderstand 
it,  as  the  creed  itself  explains  it,  of  duration  and  dig> 
uity.^t 
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19.  From  these  passages  it  appears^  tiiat  yoa  misre* 
present  the  strict  Athanasians  of  the  last  age^  when  yoa 
chai^  them  with  asserting  soch  a  separation  and  iude* 
pendence  of  the  three  persons,  as  would  amount  to  TnU 
theism :  and  you  misrepresent  me^  when  yon  insinnatOi 
that  I  would  set  the  three  persons  at  a  greater  distance^ 
than  the  Athanasians  of  the  last  age  allowed :  I  main« 
fain,  that  the  Three  Persons  are  one  Being ;  One  by 
mntnal  relation,  indissoluble  connexion,  and  gradual 
subordination:  so  strictly  One,  that  any  individual 
thii^  in  the  whole  world  <^  matter  and  of  spirit,  pre. 
sents  but  a  faint  shadow  of  thehr  unity.    I  maintain, 
that  each  person  by  himself  is  God ;  because  each  pos* 
sesses  folly  every  attribute  of  the  Divine  nature ;  but  I 
muntain,  that  these  persons  are  all  included  in  the  very 
idea  of  a  God ;  and  that  for  that  reasmi,  as  well  as  for 
the  identity  of  the  attributes  in  each,  it  were  impious 
and  absurd  to  say,  there  are  three  Gods — ^for,  to  say 
there  are  three  Gods,  were  to  say  there  are  three  Fa* 
ihers,  three  Sons,  and  three  Holy  Ghosts :  I  maintain 
the  equality  of  the  three  persons,  in  all  the  attributes  of 
the  Divine  nature — ^I  maintain  their  equality  in  rank 
and  authority,  with  respect  to  all  created  things,  what- 
ever  relations  or  differences  may  subsist  between  them- 
selves :  Differences  there  must  be,  lest  we  confound  the 
persons,  which  was  the  error  of  Sabellius :  but  the  dif- 
ferences  can  only  consist  in  the  personal  properties,  lest 
we  divide  the  substance,  and  make  a  plurality  of  inde* 
pendent  gods.    It  will  not  put  me  out  of  conceit  with 
the  arguments,  which  I  have  brought  to  support  these 
sacred  troths,  or  .with  the  illustrations  which  I  Imve  at* 
tempted,  that  you  pronounce  them  equal  in  absurdity  to 


^<|  LBTtEBS  m  B£FLT  LET,  JTK* 

any  thing  in  the  Jewish  cabala^f  (of  wluch  I  sospect 
yoo  hardly  know  enongh  .to  judge  with  certain^  of 
thb  pretended  resemblance)  or  that  yon  ima^oe, 
when  yon  read  me,  that  you  are  reading  Peter  Lonw 
bard^  Thomas  Aquinas^  or  Dnns  Scotnstf  perhaps, 
fiiry  though  a. Protestant  divine,  I. may  sometimes  con- 
descend  to.  look  into  the  SumnuifX  and  may  be  less  mor- 
tified, than  ybu  conceive^  with  thi*  comparison.  It  was 
well  meant  however,  and  is  one  of  those  general  depre« 
ciatory  insinoations,  which  are  apt. to  catch  the  vulgar, 
and  may  serve  the  purpose  of  a  reply,  upon  any  occa- 
sion, when  a  real  reply  is  not  to  be  firuned. 

Iam,.&c* 
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The  Umtarian  iocMney  not  well  adctdated  for  the 
eanveraion  qf  Jews,  Mahometans^  or  Infiiels  qfang 
ietcriptunu 

DEAB  sin, 

Toa  express  in  your  history,  and  in  your  letters  to 
me^  %  very  charitable  anxiety  about  Jews,  Mahometans, 
and  Infidels :  it  is  one  of  your  great  objections  to  the 
doctrine  of  the  Trinity,  that  it  is,  as  you  conceive,  an 
obstruction  to  their  conversion  ;  which  you  think  might 
be  speedily  effected,  by  reducing  Christianity  to  the 
Unitarian  creed.  My  notion  is,  that  it  is  our  doty  to 
adhere  to  the  letter  of  the  gospel ;  and  to  leave  it  to 
God  to  open  the  eyes  of  Jews,  Mahometans,  and  Infl^ 
delfl,  in  his  own  time,  and  in  his  own  way.  Tour  de- 
vice of  bringing  them  to  believe  Christianity,  by  giving 
the  name  of  Christianity  to  what  they  already  believe, 
in  principle,  exactly  resembles  the  stratagem  of  a  cer« 
tain  missionary  of  the  Jesuits,  of  whom  I  have  some. 
where  read ;  who,  in  his  zeal  for  the  conversion  of  an 
Indian  chief,  on  whom  the  sublimity  of  the  doctrine  of 
the  gospel,  and  the  purity  of  its  moral  precepts,  made 
little  impression^  told  Idm^-^that  Christ  had  been  a 
valiant  and  successful  warrior,  who,  in  the  space  of 
three  years,  scalped  men,  women,  and  children,  with* 
oot number:  the  savage  was  well  disposed  to  become 


00^  urms  iN  sbmy  let.  xr/ 

a  disciple  of  such  a  master-^e  was  baptized. 


bis  whole  tribe,  and  the  Jesuit  gloried  in  his  namerous 
converts.  * 

2.  Pardon  me.  Sir,  if  I  express  a  doubt  whether  year 
stratagem  promise  equal  success ;  for  the  Jews,  when* 
ever  they  begin  to  open  their  eyes  to  the  evidences  of 
our  Saviour's  mission,  they  will  still  be  apt  to  considw 
the  New  Testament,  in  eonnexion  with  the  CMd :  they 
will  look  for  an  agreement,  in  pfinciple  at  least,  between 
the  gospel  and  the  law :  when  they  accept  the  Christian 
doctrine,  it  will  be  as  a  later  and  a  fuller  discovery : 
they  will  reject  it,  if  they  conceive  it  to  be  contradictory 
to  the  patriarchal  and  the  Mosaick  revelations.  Suc- 
cessive discoveries  of  divine  truth  may  differ,  they  will 
say,  in  fullness  and  perspicuity ;  but  in  principle  they 
must  harmonize,  as  parts  of  one  system :  they  will  re- 
tain some  veneration  for  their  traditional  doctrines ;  and 
in  their  most  ancient  Targnms,  as  well  as  in  allusions 
in  their  sacred  books,  they,  will  find  the  notion  of  one 
Godhead  in  a  Trinity  of  persons ;  and  they  will  per* 
ceive,  that  it  was  in  contradiction  to  the  Ghristians,  that 
their  later  rabbin  abandoned  the  notions  of  their  forefa* 
thers.  The  Unitarian  scheme  of  Ghristianii^,  is  the 
last  therefore,  to  which  tlie  Jews  are  likely  to  be  con- 
verted,  as  it  is  the  most  at  enmity  with  their  ancient 
faith, 

8.  With  the  Mahometans  indeed,  your  prospers  may 
seem  more  promising ;  as  the  whole  difference  between 
you  and  them,  seems  very  inconsiderable.  The  true 
Mussnlman,  believes  as  much,  or  rather  more  of  Christ, 
than  the  Unitarian  requires  to  be  believed ;  and  though 
the  Unitarians  have  not  yet  recognized  the  divine  mis- 
sion of  Mahomet,  there  is  good  ground  to  think,  they 


will  not  long  stand  out  ;*  in  Unitamn  writisSB  of  th^ 
last  century,  it  la  aUowed  of  Mahomet^  that  he  had  no 
other  design  than  to  lestore  tlie  belief  of  the  nmtj  of 
(Sod— of  his  religion^  that  it  was  not  mesjit  for  a  new 
religpcMiy  hot  for  a  resHitnfion  of  the  tme  intent  of  ths 
Christiao-  of  the  grand  prevalence  of  the  Mahometan 
lel^oo^  that  it  hath  been  owing,  not  to  foxce  and  the 
•wordy  b^t  to  that  one  tmth  contained  in  the  Alcoran, 
the  nnity  of  God«  With  these  friendly  dispositioni 
towards  each  otbWf  it  should  seem^  that  tl^  Mahometaa 
and  the  Unitarian  m\^  easily  be  brou^t  to  agrse-^nl 
the  expeciment  hath  been  veiy  serioosly  tried,  withovt 
any  event  answerable  to  the  expectatien :  yoti  may  no| 
know  it,  Sir,  but  so  it  was,--4hat  in  the  reign  of  Oharlea 
the  Seomid,  a  negodbtion  was  regularly  opnned,  on  tbn 
part  of  onr  Bn^sh  Unitarians,  with  his  eaicellency 
AsMtb  Ben  Ameth,  ambassador  of  the  emperor  of  JA^ 
looco  at  the  Brittsh  court,  in  order  to  f«rm  an  alliance 
wUti  Ih0  Mahon^n  prince,  for  the  more  effectual 
propagation  of  the  Unitarian  priociplee :  The  two  Uni* 
tarian  divines,  who  underto<dc  this  singnlar  treaty,  ad* 
dress  the  ambassador  and  the  Mnssnlmen  of  his  soiln^ 
IS  ^  votaries  and  fellow-worshippers  of  the  eole  supremo 
Seity*^    Tlmy  retam  thanks  to  God,  that  he  bath  pre- 


•  Dr  Priestley,  In  ^l^M  Seoond  Letter^  p.  163,  wit^Ijr  remarkty  ••  that  I  miglit 
dnoil  M  wen  uKit»  dwt  aBtiM  Ualtttiani  ki  Eogluid  «re  alritdy  w  fkr  M«hooi« 
«t«a^  ibMt  tp  my  aeiiMD  knowMfe*  tbej  are  ttliiftUy  eirMimoiied.'*  Upon  tfait 
oeettioo,  I  ettinot  b«t  remind  him  of  what  fUatorj  reeordi,  of  an  elder  hrothnr 
tf  our  moden  Unilafiaiia.  In  the  Utter  end  of  the  nxteenth  eenturjr*  Adaxi^ 
KcoMv  panor  of  tfie«hiireh  of  Heiddbcii;^  the  tol,  or  aoioof  the  fintpropiip* 
f/Hjom  of  the  SociDian  herei,  in  the  Patetinate,  began  in  Soeiniaiiiim,  and  ftniih- 
td  fan  careerwith  taminf  Mahometan,  and  aohmitdng  to  eiroimoifioo,  atCoa^ 

34 
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served  the  emperor  of  Morocco^  and  hit  eubjecte,  in  the 
etxcellent  knowledge  of  one  only  sovereign  God,  who 
hath  no  ^tinction  nor  plurality  of  persons ;  and  in 
many  other  wholesome  doctrines :  they  say^  that  they^ 
with  their  pens^  defend  the  faith  of  one  supreme  6od, 
and  that  Gt)d  raised  op  Mahomet  to  do  the  same  with 
the  swordi  as  a  scoa^  on  idolizing  Ghristians — they 
therefore  style  themselves^  tiie  fellow-champions  wiUi 
the  Mahometans^  for  these  tmths-*-they  oflbr  their  as- 
sistance^  to  purge  the  Alcoran  of  certain  cormptions  and 
interpolations ;  which^  after  the  death  of  Mahomet,  had 
crept  into  his  papers,  of  which  the  Alcoran  was  com* 
po#od ;  for,  of  Mahomet  they  think  too  highly,  to  snp- 
pose  that  he  conld  be  guilty  of  the  many  repugnancies 
which  are  to  be  found  in  the  writings  that  go  under  his 
name.  This  work  they  declare  themselves  willing  to 
undertake,  for  the  vindication  of  Mahomet's  glory :  they 
intimate,  that  the  corrections  which  they  would  propose^ 
would  render  the  Alcoran  more  consistent,  not  with 
itself  only,  but  with  the  gospel  of  Ghrist :  of  which^ 
they  say,  Mahomet  pretended  to  be  but  a  preacher-* 
they  tell  the  ambassador,  that  tlie  Unitarian  Christians 
are  a  great  and  considerable  people :  to  ^ve  wei^t  to 
the  assertion,  they  enumerate  the  hnresiarchs  of  all  ages 
who  have  opposed  the  Trinity,  from  Paulns  Samosaten- 
sis,  down  to  Faustus  Socinus,  and  the  leaders  of  flie 
Folonian  fraternity :  they  celebrate  the  modem  tribes 
of  Arianizing  Ghristians,  as  asserters  of  the  proper 
unity  of  God ;  and  they  close  the  honourable  lis^  wifli 
the  Mahometans  themselves*  *<  All  these  (they  say) 
maintain  the  faith  of  one— God :  and  why  should  we 
forget  to  add  you  Mahometans,  who  also  consent  with 
as  in  the  belief  of  one  only  snprtttt  Deity  i^    Snch  is 
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^he  sobstance  of  a  letter^  whicb  they  preaented  to  the 
itmbassftdor^  with  some  Latm  maniucripts^  respectiBg 
ihe  differences  between  Christianity  and  the  Mahome- 
tan religion^  and  containing  an  ample  detail  of  the  Uni^ 
tarian  tenets ;  they  apply  to  the  Mnssulman  as  to  a  per^ 
8oa  of  ^^  known  discernment  in  spiritaal  and  snblime 
mattera;"  and  they  intreat  him^  to  eommnnicate  the 
impwt  of  their  manoscripts^  to  the  consideration  of  the 
Attest  persons  of  his  coantry men.  This  singular  epistle 
may  be  seen  entire^  in  Dr  Leslie^a  Socmmn  Controvert 
Mf  Di»eus80d—nxk  hundred  years  are  almost  elapsed^ 
since  these  overtures  were  made  to  the  Moor  $  and  as 
no  .^ect  hath  yet  followed^  it  should  seem,  that  the 
eoQVersioa  of  the  Mahometans  to  the  Unitarian  GhriSf 
tianity,  is  as  unlikely  as  that  of  the  Jews. 

4.  For  the  unbelievers.  Sir,  Mr  Gibbon,  as  you  seem 
yourself  ta  intimate,  hath  given  you  but  slender  hop^s  :.* 
unbelievers  indeed  are  of  two  descriptions — the  sober 
Deists ;  who,  rejecting  revelation,  acknowledge  howev- 
er the  obligations  of  morality ;  believe  a  Providence ; 
and  expect  a  future  retribution :  and  the  Atheists ;  who 
have  neither  hope  nor  fear .  beyond  the  present  life ; 
deny  the  Providence  of  God  $  and  doubt  nt  least  of  his 
existence. 

0.  Infidels  of  the  first  description,  will  hardly  become 
your  disciples ;  because  you  have  nothing  to  teach  them, 
bnt  what  they  think  they  know :  '^  We  think,  they  will 
say,  no  less  reverently  than  you  of  the  moral  attributes 
of  God :  upon  our  notions  of  his  attributes^  we  build  an 


•  m ,  Mr  Gil>b(m  hu  absolutely  declined  to  ditcna  with  me,  as  I  pro- 

posed to  him,  the  historical  evidencea  of  Christianity."    Preface  to  Reply  to 
Idbontbty  Be?iew,  for  Jrae«  p.  8. 
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tacpeetaiion  of  a  fotore  exittenee ;  and  we  look  for  a  lol 
lif  faapplnesa  oir  miMiyy  in  our  ftitore  life,  according  to 
«r  daaerto  in  tbia»    The  whole  diflforence  between  yon 
«nd  tt  is  ifais ;  that  we  believe  the  same  tilings  upon 
•dUfemit  evidence  j  yon,  upon  the  testimony  of  a  man^ 
•vho,  yon  say^  wasrused  op  to  preach  these  tratlis ;  we^ 
«pon  the  evidence  of  reason ;  whidi  we  think  a  higher 
isvidence  than  any  hnman  testimony :  we  thinks  tbat  a 
Mvelatlon  is  pretended  wiHi  a  very  ill  grace,  when  no. 
Aing  hath  been  actually  revealed*    Revelation  is  dis- 
livery  i  the  doctrines  <tf  a  God,  a  Providence,  and  a 
ftttnre  state,  were  known  to  the  Jews  before  Ctnist ;  to 
flie  patriarchs  befiupe  Moses ;  they  have  been  known  to 
flaking  men  in  all  ages ;  and  tibere  can  be  no  place 
for  discovery,  where  there  hath  been  no  concealment^' 
If  yoo  would  say,  that  the  end  of  revelation  is,  to  ex- 
lend  to  all  mankind  that  nseflil  knowledge,  which  most 
otherwise  have  been  enjoyed  hot  by  a  few  \  to  convey 
inibrmatfon  by  testimony,  to  those  who  an  incapable  dL 
iirfbrming  themselves  by  abstract  reasoning ;  that  the 
gospel  is  therefore  a  revelation,  because,  to  the  boik  of 
mankind  it  fe  a  discoveiy,  and  a  discovery  of  snflldent 
importonce  to  clium  a  divine  ori^nal ;  they  will  reply, 
that  whatever  weight  this  argMment  might  cany,  if  it 
were  urged  by  those,  who  take  the  (Scriptures  in  their 
Htoral  meaning,  and  conceive  that  the  revelation  is  con- 
veyed in  a  plain  undisguised  language ;  it  is  a  feeble 
weapon  in  the  hand  of  an  Uniterian.    <^  If  your  method 
of  intorpi  etation  be  the  true  one,  the  first  preaclierB  of 
Christianity,  they  will  say^  differed  not  from  other 
moralists^  otherwise  than  by  the  wonderful  obscurity  of 
their  language,  and  the  air  of  mystery,  which  they  have 
contrived  to  throw  over  the  simplest  truths ;  their  enig- 
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matick  language,  is  as  little  adapted  to  popokr  appre* 
hensioD^  as  the  abstruse  reasonings  of  philosophers :  the 
^access  of  their  doctrine  hath  been  such,  as  mi^  have 
been  well  foieseen :  they  were  studioas  of  obscntity-^ 
they  hate  attained  their  end :  they  have  been  misunder* 
stood  by  a  great  majority  of  their  followers^  for  almost 
two  Aottsand  years — ^they  professed  to  teach  the  pore 
worsMp  of  the  true  God«-the  language  in  which  they 
tooTeyed  their  doctrine^  hath  been  the  means  of  intro* 
docing  the  grossest  idolatry.  We  will  not  trust  our* 
selves  to  such  dangerous  guides^  who,  as  you  eacpound 
their  writings,  never  spake  upon  the  most  interesting 
subjects,  without  figure  and  equivocation.'^ 

6.  For  the  Atheistick  infidels,  who  are  in  flie  first 
place  to  be  convinced  of  the  existence  of  a  Deity ;  your 
doctrine,  that  there  is  no  mind  in  man,  but  what  results 
from  the  organization  of  the  brain,  will  never  lead 
thMi  to  conclude,  that  mind  is  older  than  body,  in  the 
onivene.  <^  Ton  weald  persuade  me,  the  Atheirt  will 
aay,  that  there  is  an  higher  intellect  than  mine,  the 
canse  of  all  things  :  bnt  tf  intellect  in  me,  be  the  result 
of  motion,  why  not  in  any  other  intelligent  ?  Ton  only 
confirm  my  incredulity,  and  multiply  my  doubts — ^you 
make  me  doubt  of  my  ovm  intellect,  wUle  yon  would 
acooont  for  its  prodnction ;  and  you  coitfrm  the  snspi- 
cion,  which  I  have  long  entertained,  that  the  material 
wcorld  is  older  than  its  supposed  maker :  that  mind,  if 
indeed  sw^b  a  thing  exist,  hath,  like  all  other  things^ 
started  spontaneously  from  a  corporeal  chaos ;  and,  in- 
atead  of  being  the  first  canse  and  the  governing  princi* 
pie,  is  the  youngest  of  all  nature's  productions.''  Tour 
principle,  that  death  is  an  ntter  extinction  ^  the  man, 
ynar  Atheistical  pnpii  will  easily  admit;  but  it  is  little 
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likely  to  awaken  him  to  the  hope  of  a  fatore  existence : 
the  hope  which  yon  hold  out  of  a  resurrection^  he  will 
tell  yoo^  is  no  hope  at  all^  even  admittiog  that  the  evi. 
deuce  of  the  thing  could,  upon  yoir  principles,  be  indis- 
putable*  <<  The  atoms  which  compose  ms,  your  Alhe- 
ist  will  say,  may  indeed  have  composed  a  man  before, 
and  may  again :  but  me  they  will  never  more  compose, 
when  once  the  present  me  is  dissipated*-!  have  no 
recollection  of  a  former,  and  no  concern  about  a  future 
self. 

Et  iMiM  nihil  id  not  d«  nobii  altTnett  into 
Qni  fuinHii  {  1190  jam  de  UUt  dm  aifiait  vangK^. 
Qgam  de  flutuii  MMlrA  nofm  |wtferet  atai* 


Inter  enim  jeeta  eit  anSkl  ptfMt  Tigf^pie 

DeerAnint  pania  motm  ab  wmilni  omnei.'' 

7*  It  should  seem,  Sir,  that  your  doctrines  are  in 
calculated  for  the  conversion  of  Jews  or  Infidels:  upon 
the  Mahometans,  their  efficacy  hath  been  tried  without 
success.  The  Unitarians,  therefore,  are  not  likely  to  be 
the  instruments  of  ttiese  conversions.. 

Iam,.&c.. 

N.  B.  The  story  of  the  negociation  on  the  part  of  the 
English  Unitarians,  in  the  reign  ai  Gharles  the  Second, 
with  the  ambassador  of  the  emperor  of  Morocco  ;Dr 
Priestley^  in  the  fifteenth  of  his  Second  Letters,  is  plea* 
sed  to  treat  with  great  contempt,  as  an  inventioo,  that  is 
to  say,  a  lie  or  forgery,  of  Dr  Leslie's :  fortunately,  the 
evidence  of  thb  extraordinary  fact,  is  yet  extant  in 
the  Archiepiscopal  Library  at  Lambeth.  Among  the 
Codices  MantucripH  Teitisonunti,  is  a  thin  folio,  mark* 
ed  with  the  number  678,  and  entered  in  the  catalognt, 
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under  the  article  Socinians,  by  ih^  title  of  8y$tema 
TkeologieB  Sociniance.  It  contains  four  tracts :  the  first, 
ig  the  very  letter  to  Ameth  Ben  Ameth,  published  by 
Dr  Leslie,  written  in  a  very  fair  hand ;  on  the  prece- 
ding leaf,  are  these  remarks*  <^  These  are  the  original 
papers,  which  a  cabal  of  Socinians  in  London,  offered 
to  present  to  the  Embassadour  of  the  Eang  of  Fez  and 
Morocco,  when  he  was  taking  leave  of  England,  An* 
gnst  168&  The  said  Embassadour,  refused  to  receive 
fhem,  after  having  understood  that  they  concerned  reli- 
gion. The  agent  of  the  Socinians  was  Monsieur  Verze : 
Sir  Charles  Gottrell,  En.  Mr  of  the  Gerem.  then  prse- 
sent,  desired  he  might  have  them ;  which  was  graunted : 
and  he  brought  them  and  gave  them  to  me,  Thomas 
Tenison,  then  Vicar  of  St  Martin's  in  the  Fields, 
MiddL'^ 

The  second  tract  is  in  Latin,  entitled,  Epistola 
Jmeth  Benuniula  Mahometani  ad  Jturiacum  Princi- 
pern  Condtum  Mawritiumy  et  ad  Emmanuelem  PortU" 
gaUioi  Principem. 

The  third  tract  is  again  in  Latin,  entitled,  Animad^ 
venianes  in  prmcejgjttem  Epistdam.    These  two  tracts 

itflR  I 


are  tiie  Latin  letfl^  and  the  remarks  of  the  Unitarian 
divines  upon  it,  which  are  mentioned  in  the  English 
letter  to  Ameth  Ben  Ameth,  and  of  which  Dr  Leslie,  in 
his  (wface,  says  he  had  seen  a  printed  copy. 

The  fourth  tract,  I  take  to  be  the  preface  to  the  print- 
ed edition,  or  intended  edition :  this  also  is  in  Latin, 
and  ia  inscribed  TheognU  IrenuBUS  Christiano  Lectori 
$glutem. 

I  do  most  solemnly  aver,  that  1  have  thb  day,  Jan. 
10, 1989,  compared  the  letter  to  Ameth  Ben  Ameth,  as 
paUiahed  by  Dr  Leslie^  in  his  Socinian  Chntnversy 
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DiaeuBieif  with  ^the  maiituBcript  in  tfaa  AvcUiishop's 
library^  and  find  ihat  the  printed  copy,  with  the  ex. 
ception  of  some  trivial  typograjAical  ernN%  which  in  no 
way  affect  the  sense,  and  afe  snch  as  any  reader  will 
discover  and  conect  for  himself,  is  exactly  conformable 
to  the  manuscript,  withoot  the  omission  or  addition  of  a 
single  word :  I  do  moreover  aver,  that  the  remarks  in 
the  leaf,  at  the  be^mung  of  the  maaoseript,  giving  aa 
account  of  its  contents,  uid  of  the  manner  in  which  these 
papers  came  into  the  possession  of  Dr  Tenison,  wers 
Ibis  same  day  copied  verbatim  from  the  manuscript  by 
myself,  upon  the  spoL 

If  Dr  Priestley  should  mistrust  my  veracity  in  these 
assertions,  (which  I  tUnk  he  will  not,)  I  promise  him 
that  I  will  at  any  time  use  my  endeavours  to  procure 
him  a  sight  of  the  manuscript,  that  he  may  satisfy  him- 
selC 


• 
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LETTER  SEYENTEBNTH. 

Tthe  archieacon  take$  leave  of  tfta  contrmeny. 

rr  m^ht  be  but  conmtoiit  with  the  pride,  which 
yon  ilnpato  io  me  as  a  churchmaD,  and  with  the  anu 
temftiioue  aire^  which  I  am  apt  to  ffn  myself  with 
IMped  to  dlssentefs  ;*  were  I  to  close  onr  present  oon 
Mepoodence^  wittiout  any  notice  of  you  aoimadverdonft 
Opon  that  part  of  my  Oharge^  which  regkrds  the  ktadiee 
c€  the  yonnger  clergy^  and  what  you  are  pleased  to  call 
my  terms  of  commnnion.  It  might  be  a  sufficient^  and 
not  an  unbecoming  reply,  to  remind  you^  that  I  spoke 
M?  cMhedra,  and  hold  myself  accountable  for  the  advice 
which  I  gave,  to  no  human  judicature^  except  the  KiNa> 
the  Metropolitan^  and  my  Diocesan*  This  woald  in^ 
deed  be  the  only  answer^  which  I  should  condescend 
io  g^re  to  any  one  for  whom  I  retained  not^  under  all 
onr  differences,  a  Tery  considerable  degree  of  personidl 
esteem ;  but  as  Dr  Priestley  is  my  adversary^  in  s6me 
^intSylcould  wish  to  set  him  right^  and  in  some  I 
desire  to  explain. 


*  '*If  joar  pride  ii  a  chnrehman,  and  the  coatemptnous  tin  yoa  give  voorafiff 
Vidi  respect  to  diwenters,  kc."    Letters  to  Dr  Horslef^  p.  119. 

35 
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8.  If  I  have  any  where  expressed  myself  coDtenp- 
taously^  the  contempt  is  not  of  yoa^  but  of  your  ailment 
upon  a  particulr  subject,  upon  which  I  truly  think  you 
aigne  very  weakly ;  and  of  your  information  upon  a 
poin^  in  which  I  truly  think  you  are  ill  informed :  this 
hinders  not|  but  that  I  may  entertain  the  respect,  which 
I  profess,  for  your  learning  in  other  subjects ;  for  your 
abilities,  in  all  suliyects  in  which  you  are  learned ;  and 
a  cordial  esteem  and  affection  for  the  virtues  of  your 
character,  which  I  believe  to  be  great  and  amiable. 
Your  attack  being  made,  upon  those  parts  of  the  esta- 
blisbed  faith,  which  I  conceive  to  be  fundamental 
principles  of  the  Christian  religbn,  I  hold  it  my  du^ 
to  show  the  weakness  of  your  reasoning;  to  expose 
your  insuflBciency in  these  subjects;  and  to  bear  my 
testimony  aloud^  against  your  doctrine.  Between  du^ 
to  God  and  to  his  church,  and  respect  for  man^  it  were 
criminal  to  hesitate.  Upon  any  occasion,  wherein  oom^ 
pUdsance  might  be  allowed  to  operate,  you  are  the  last 
person,  whose  feelings  I  would  have  wounded. 

S.  Toil  seem  to  think,  that  i  secretly  suspect  you  of 
artifices,  which  are  incompatible  with  that  puriiy  of  in* 
tention,  which  I  would  seem  willing  to  allow.*  In 
your  last  pamphlet,  you  complain^  that  1  have  charged 
yon  with  several  instances  of  gross  disingenuity^f  I 
am  sensible,  Uiat,  in  these  letters,  you  will  find  mon^ 
and  stronger  instances  of  charges,  which  you  will  be 
apt  to  interpret  as  unfavourably ;  and  this,  I  fear  will 
heighten  the  suspicion  which  you  express^  that  even 


•  Letten  to  Dr  Honlcy,  p.  IC 
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the  complimentfl  I  sometimes  pay  yoD^  aie  ironically 
meant* 

4.  Indeed^  Sir^  In  quoting  ancient  anthoTS,  when  yon 
have  understood  the  oripnal^  which  in  many  instances 
Is  not  the  case^  yon  have  too  often  been  guilty  ef  moch 
reserve  and  management:  this  appears,  in  some  in- 
stances^  in  which  you  cannot  pretend,  that  your  own  m* 
advertency,  or  your  printw's,  hath  ^ven  occasion  to 
unmerited  imputations :  I  wish  that  my  complaints  upon 
this  head  had  been  groundless ;  but,  in  justice  to  my 
own  cause,  I  could  not  suffer  unfair  quotations  to  pastf 
undetected :  I  am  unwilling  to  draw  any  conctusioa 
from  this  unseemly  practice,  against  the  general  probi^ 
of  your  character ;  but  you  must  allow  me  to  lament,  that 
men  of  integrity,  in  the  service  of  what  they  think  a 
good  end,  should  indulge  themselves  so  freely  as  they 
often  do,  in  the  use  of  unjustifiable  means*  Time  was, 
when  the  practice  was  openly  avowed;  and  Origem 
himself  was  among  its  defenders— <die  art  which  he 
recommended,  he  scrupled  not  to  employ :  I  have  pro- 
duced an  instance,  in  which,  to  rilence  an  adversary, 
he  had  recourse  to  the  wilfol  and  deliberate  allegation 
of  a  notorious  falsehood :  you  have  gone  no  such  length 
ms  this,  I  think  you  may  believe  me  sincere,  when  I 
apeak  respectfully  of  your  worth  and  integrity;  not- 
wtthstandhig^  that  I  find  occasion  to  charge  you  with 
some  degree  of  blame,  in  a  sort,  in  which  the  great 
character  of  Origen  was  more  deeply  infected  :  would 
God  it  had  been  otherwise — ^would  QoA  I  could  with 
truth  have  boasted,  *'  To  these  low  arts  stooped 


mm 
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but  mj  tibiitenpcnwy,  my  great  antagonist^  disdains 
tiiem/'  How  would  it  have  heightened  the  pride  of 
Victoiy^  oould  I  have  found  a  fair  occasion  to  be  thus 
the  herald  of  my  adversary's  praise ! 

5«  i  am  not  sensible,  that  1  have  spoken  contemptu* 
ously  of  dis«ea(ers  in  general ;  a  fair  and  conscientious 
dilseitity  is  not  the  qbject  of  contempt ;  neither  is  a  petu« 
lant  hostility  a^i«st  establishments  respectable;  the 
fraise  which  I  give  ttie  Church  of  England^  that  she  is 
i^  ftffst  in  comdderatioa  of  all  the  Protestant  churchesi 
In  no  more  than  liberal  dissraters  have  themselves  aU 
lowed :  1  have  beard^  irom  Tery  good  authority^  of  a 
^nversatim  IM  pused  betwew  the  late  Dr  Chandler, 
and  a  clei^man  of  the  Churoh  of  Scotlandi  ia  which 
Chandler  was  a  warm  adi^ocate  for  the  constitution  of 
^  Church  of  England,  in  preference  to  any  of  the  re- 
flurmed  churches :  you  will  remember^  that  I  make  the 
leening  and  the  piety  of  her  clergy^  of  which  ample 
Monnmeata  are  extan^  the  basia  of  her  preeminence ; 
to  which,  however^  another  wcomstance  hath  in  some 
degree  contributed ;  namely,  diat  ^he  had  the  discretion 
to  observe  some  decency  and  moderation,  in  the  business 
of  refbrmi^  I  cannot  admit,  that  mere  distance  from 
the  Church  of  Borne,  is  the  true  standard  of  purity ; 
and  when  you  recollect,  how  strongly  that  m^m  sa- 
vours of  Jack's  spleen  against  Lord  Peter,  I  am  apt  to 
ihink  you  will  regret,  tliat  such  a  sentiment  ehoold  stain 
your  page.* 

0.  It  is  still  my  opinion^  that  any  young  c1ergymai|, 
who  will  diligently  apply  to  the  couijw  oC  st«di^(f,  wliich 
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I  took  the  libefrty  to  recommend,  may  do  without  Dr 
Whitby's  DiaquiiitianSy  or  Dr  Clarke's  Scripture  Doc^ 
trine  :*  the  last   treatise^  contains  indeed  a  very  full 
collection  of  the  texts  relating  to  the  Trinity — ^the  compi- 
lation  firom  the  fathers  is  incomplete ;  the  learned  author 
having  carefully  selected  those  passages^  whicb^  taken  by 
themselves  in  detaphment  f^m  their  contexts^  seem  fa-^ 
voorable  to  his  own  opinions.    I  will  not  however  deny^ 
that^  to  students  of  a  certain  description,  the  book  may 
have  its  use :  I  myself  perhaps  owe  something  to  it ; 
which,  as  you  recommend  it  to  my  particular  attention, 
it  seems  incumbent  upon  me  to  declare :  I  believe,  Sir, 
that  few  have  thought  so  much  upon  these  subjects,  as 
yoa  and  J  ll^ve  done,  who  have  not  at  first  wavered : 
perhape,  nothing  but  the  uneasiness  of  doubt,  added  to 
a  just  sense  of  the  importance  of  the  question,  could 
engage  any  man  in  the  toil  of  the  inquiry  $  for  my  own 
part,  I  shall  not  hesitate  to  confess,  that  I  set  put  with 
great  M^plei^  \^t  the  pf<^;)res8  of  my  mind,  hath  beeii 
the  very  revmfse  of  yours.    It  was  <tt  first  npy  principle, 
as  it  is  itiU  yours,  that  all  appearance  of  difficuUy  in 
the  doctrine  of  tb^  goepel,  must  arise  from  misinterpret 
Ifition ;  and  I  w«s  fond  of  the  esqpedient  of  getting  rid  of 
Vsystery,  by  snppoung  a  figure  in  the  language :  the 
harshness  of  the  figures,  which  I  had  sometimes  occa- 
sion to  suppose,  and  the  obvious  uncertainty  of  all 
figinrative  interpretations,  soon  gave  me  a  distrust  of  this 
method  of  expoundiqg ;  and  Sutler's  Analogy,  cared 
me  of  the  folly  of  looking  for  nothing  mysterious,  in  the 
true  sense  of  a  divine  revelation.    By  this  cure,  I  was 
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prepared  to  become  an  easy  convert  to  the  doctrine  of 
atonement  and  satisfaction ;  wbicb  seemed  to  famish 
incentives  to  piety^  that  no  other  doctrine  could  supply : 
I  soon  perceived^  bow  the  value  of  the  atonement  ivas 
heightened,  and  what  a  sublimi^|r  accmed  to  the  whole 
doctrine  of  redemption^  by  the  notion^  clearly  conveyed 
in  the  Scriptures  literally  taken^  of  a  Redeemer  de- 
scending  from  a  previous  state  of  glory,  to  become  our 
teacher,  and  to  make  the  expiation.  Thus  1  was  brought, 
to  a  full  persuasion  of  our  Lord's  preexisfent  dignity : 
Having  once  admitted  bis  preexistence  in  an  exalted 
state,  1  saw  the  necessity  of  placing*  him  at  the  head  of 
the  creation :  ^^  for  a  derived  preexistent  being,  sup- 

■ 

posed  to  animate  the  body  of  Jesus,  who  is  not  also  tiie 
maker  of  the  worlds  is,  as  yon  well  observe,  a  mere 
creature  of  the  imagination,  whose  existence  is  not  to  be 
inferred,  with  the  least  colourabfe  pretext  from  the 
Scripture  :*  since  it  is  not  to  be  fbund^  either  in  the 
literal,  or  ia  the  figurative  meaning.  Not  in  the  literal 
confessedly :  not  in  the  figurative ;  because^  H  the  texts 
which  speak  of  Christy  as  the  maker  of  the  worlds  ad- 
mit  a  figurative  construction ;  mnch  more  those  which 
refer  only  to  his  preexistence/'f  1  thank  you^  Bir^  for 
expressing  my  own  sentiments  with  so  much  perspicoi^^ 
and  for  proving  them  with  so  much  evidence : — ^being 
thus  convinced,  that  our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  is  indeed 
the  Maker  of  all  things ;  I  found,  that  I  could  not  rest 
satisfied  with  the  notion,  of  a  Maker  of  the  nmverse  wjit 
Gad :  1  saw^  that  all  the  extravagancies  of  the  Gnos- 
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ticks,  hung  upon  that  one  principle :  and  I  could  have 
little  opinion  of  the  truth  of  a  principle,  which  seemed 
to  big  with  mischief— I  then  set  myself  to  consider, 
whether  I  knew  enough  of  the  divine  unity,  to  pronounce 
the  ^Trinity  an  infringement  of  it :''  upon  this  point, 
the  Platonists,  whose  acquaintance  I  now  began  to  cul- 
tivate, Mon  brought  me  to  a  right  mind.  It  was  in  this 
stage  of  my  inquiries,  wliile  I  was  wavering  between 
the  Arian  tenets  in  their  original  extent^  and  the  true 
faith ;  that  l1kst  opened  Dr  Clarke's  Scripture  Doc- 
trina  cflAe  TSinibf:  I  sat  seriously  down  to  the  perusal 
of  the  book — ^I  rose  a  firm  and  decided  Trinitarian. 
And  why  not  recommend  to  others,  you  will  say^  a  book 
which  had  so  principal  a  share  in  your  own  conversion  ? 
I  will  tell  you.  It  is  one  of  those  books,  which  may 
either  instruct  or  mislead,  according  to  the  previous 
attainments  and  habits  of  the  student :  I  was  much  a| 
home  in  the  Gh*eek  language ;  I  had  read  the  ecclesi- 
astical  historians ;  and  1  had  been  many  years  in  the 
habit  of  thinking  for  myself,  upon  a  variety  of  subjects, 
before  I  opened  Dr  Glaike's  book.  There  is  in  most 
men,  a  culpable  timidity ;  you  and  I,  perhaps,  have 
overcome  that  general  infirmity ;  but  there  is  in  most 
men  a  culpable  timidity,  which  inclines  them  to  be 
easily  overawed  by  the  authority  of  great  names :  and, 
much  aa  we  talk  of  the  freedom  and  liberality  of  think- 
ing and  inquiiy,  it  is  this  slavish  principle,  no^  as  is  pre- 
tended,  any  freedom  of  original  thought,  which  makes 
converts  to  infidelity  and  heresy.  Fools  imagine,  that  the 
greatest  authorities,  are  always  on  the  side  of  new  and 
singnlar  opinions ;  and  that,  by  adopting  them,  they  get 
themselves  into  better  company,  than  they  have  naturally 
any  rkbt  to  keep :  and  thus,  they  are  secretly  worshippers 
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of  aothoiKy,  in  that  very  act,  in  which  they  pretend  to 
fly  in  the  face  of  itp— 4hey  worship  private  authority, 
while  they  fly  in  the  fkce  of  universal :  they  deride  im 
old  and  general  tradition,  bec&use  thqr  hav^  not  sa^ 
gacity  to  trace  the  connexion  of  its  paHb,  and  to  perceive 
the  force  ai  the  enti^  evidence :  and  While  they  thai 
trample  on  the  aocdmulated  authority  of  ages ;  with  aa 
Idiot  simplicity,  they  sufier  themselves  \x%  be  led,  by  thi 
mere  name  oi  the  writer  of  the  day,-«*-a  Bolilig^roke,  a 
Toltaire,  a  Gibbon,  or  a  Priestley ;  as  if  they  thoo^t  to 
become  wise  and  learned,  by  taking  a  share  and  aa 
fnterest  in  the  follies,  or  the  parly-views,  of  itten  tf 
abilities  and  learning :  and^  where  a  secret  conscious- 
ness of  ignorance,  is  not  accompanied  wkh  the  vain  am* 
bition  of  being  thought  wise ;  stfll,  an  undbA  defisrekics 
to  private  authority,  in  prejudice  of  established  opinion, 
seems  to  be  the  side  upon  whiih,  even  modest  men,  are 
liable  to  err :  insomuch,  that  every  man  niay  be  suppo- 
sed to  partake  of  tfiis  infirmity^  in  subjecte  in  which 
he  feels  himself  unlearned.  To  thdse^  thfereforei  who 
are  qualified  to  use  Dr  Glarke's  book  as  a  digest,  whicb, 
though  incomplete,  may  assist  them  in  forming  a  judg- 
ment for  themselves ;  to  those  who  can  and  will  tiim  it 
to  this  use,  it  may  be  serviceable :  but  fhey  who^  from  a 
modest  sense  of  their  own  insufllciency  in  the  leaiHed 
languages,  and  in  ecclesiastical  history,  may  be  dispo- 
sed to  listen  to  the  opinion  of  the  writer ;  hKH  ht  more 
misled  by  his  authority,  than  they  Will  be  Infbrmed  by 
the  compilation.  In  a  word,  it  is  a  book  of  which  a 
scholar  may  make  his  use ;  but  I  cannot  recommend  il 
to  young  divines,  in  the  beginning  6f  their  studies. 

7*  In  the  conclusion  of  your  seventh  letter,  you  speak 
of  a  certain  defence  of  Bishc^  BaU^S|  of  the  damna- 
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toty  clause  la  the  Athma^iftn  creed ;  of  whicb,  inmnacli 
M  I  have  recommended  the  writingfs  of  Bishop  BiiU| 
without  exception^  yoa  <^  presume^  yoa  tell  me,  that  \ 
approve :"  and,  to  correct  these  expressioas^  which  atat^ 
as  a  presumption  only,  or  an  inference,  what  might  bf 
directly  proved  upon  me  hy  my  owa  words,  you  add  ift 
a  parenthesis,  that  I  have  mentioned  this,  among  tlia 
Bioat  valuable  works  of  that  learned  prelate,^  Of  what* 
ever  importance,  Sir,  I  may  conceive  it  to  be^  that  tbi 
fiuih  wliicb  was  first  delivered  to  the  saints,  should  be 
presewed  whple  .and  undefiled ;  wlialever  I  may  thinll 
of  the  folly  and  the  crime,  of  setting  up  private  jodg^ 
went  for  the  rule  of  publick  opinion,  in  opposition  to  a 
tradition  traced  to  the  first  ages  f  and  by  conse<|uenc% 
of  the  same  authority  with  thati  en  which  the  cra^  of 
the  canoor  Bests ;  1  am  no  lover  of  damnatoiy  clause^  :  I 
am  an  enemy  to  any  application  of  damnatory  clauses  t^ 
particular  persons :  I  am  hopeful,  that  there  is  more 
loUy  in  the  world  Hum  meligMiy )  OMte  ignoraiice  tfaaa 
positive  infidelity ;  more  error  than  heretical  perverse- 
ness.  How  is  it  then,  that  I  recommend  a  defence  of 
the  damnajtory  clause,  among  the  most  valuable  of  a 
lewoed  Kshop's  works  ?  Sir,  did  you  write  this  in  youf 
eleep  ?  Or  is  it  in  a  dream  only  that  I  seem  to  read  it ; 
]Kshq>  Bull's  defence  of  the  damnatory  clause !  From 
you,  Sir,  I  have  now  my  first  information,  that  Bbhop 
Bull  evev  wrote  upon  the  sutigect^the  writings  of  Bl^ 
shop  Bull,  which  I  have  particularly  recommended,  an^ 
these  three  Latin  treatises :  IhfBmmafideiMXcefM^:  Jk* 
Meinm  Eedmm  CaOidicm  de  necessitate  credenH  Je* 


«M*P 


I J     l<> 


86 


LSTTEBft  IN  itSPVi  LBT,  JTJZ 

fttffi  CKmfum  e^d  wntm  Deum :  Primitiva  et  Apos^ 
tdica  traiilio  ie  Jesu  ChrifH  dimnitate.  To  which  I 
night  have  added  a  fourth^  of  less  importaDce,  dnimad- 
versianes  in  brevem  tractatum  Gtd.  Gierke,  &o.  These 
are  all  his  writings  upon  the  Trieitarian  controrersyy 
which  are  contained  in  the  edition  of  his  Latin  works, 
by  Ghrabe :  in  these  treatises,  there  is  no  defence  of  the 
damnatory  claase ;  nor,  that  I  recollect,  any  mention  of 
the  Athanasian  creed :  there  is  no  defence  of  the  damna- 
tory  claase,  in  the  sermons  and  English  tracts  published 
by  Mr  Nelson :  nor,  can  I  find  any  such  tract  mentioned 
by  Mr  Nelson,  among  the  Bishop's  lost  works ;  for 
many  small  pieces,  which  it  was  known  that  he  had 
written,  were  never  found  after  his  death.  Where  have 
I  mentioned.  Sir,  witii  such  high  approbation,  a  work 
which  I  declare  I  have  never  seen ;  and  of  which^  yo« 
will  for^ve  me,  if  I  still  doubt  the  existence  ?* 


*  Dr  MMflejr  b  reduced  to  the  iiMeaity  of  eonfeMug,  in  the  aiitecnth  of  hit 
Second  Letter**  that  he  knovt  no  more  then  I«  in  what  Kbraiy  any  woric  of  Bidnp 
BalTiy  upon  tlie  daninatorj  ebnie  in  the  Athamnian  ereed,  it  to  be  tbnnd;  and 
jety  he  affeeti  to  be  hMUgnant*  that  f  ahoold  preaame  to  retent  a  fite  aeontotion; 
a  calumny,  founded  on  mj  pretended  admiration  of  a  work  diat  never  eziitied. 
It  aeemty  when  he  fpoke  of  thia  defeneot  he  had  in  hit  mind  the  Judicium  JBeeU* 
nm  CitfMic«»bot,  <•  not  looking  mto  the  title>pageof  the  book,**  he  described  it 
bj  a  wrong  name :  but  unfortanatdy,  his  description  is  not  more  eironeons  in  the 
name,  than  bi  the  sabject:  the  ocMrion  and  manner  of  lus  erroTy  maj  <nsilj  be 
difined:  having  no  acqoabtanae  with  Bishop  BoH^  wiiUng%  but  what  his  eontrs- 
venj  with  me  hath  occasioned,  when  he  wrote  his  First  Letters;  lie  made  a  goat 
nbont  the  particular  subject  of  each  work,  from  the  titles  ennmerated  by  mes 
among  these,  he  found  the  «>JiMdUian£cefesi«  Co/Mlctf,'' Im.  Re  gnessed  that 
this  judgment  of  the  Catholick  chureb,  which  Bishop  BuU  defended,  wm  a  jodg^ 
nent  founded  on  the  damnatory  clause  in  the  Athanaiian  creed :  so  he  goMsed. 
that  Bishop  BuH,  defending  that  judgment,  must  have  defended  tiie  damnatoiy 
chmse :  snd-hechooe  to  guess  farther,  that  I,  the  profesMd  admirer  of  Bishop  BolU 
of  all  part^of  hiswriting%  the  most  admired  that  defence.  . 

Dr  Prieitlay  hath  Mia,  iadoed,  tooknd  fonhtr  into  this  mltcr:  aad^  at  the 
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8.  Had  I  been  aware  of  the  offence  whidi  I  find  the 
urord  conwnticU  hath  giTen,  I  would  have  avoided  the 
use  of  it :  we  are  engaged  in  a  subject^  in  which  I  hold 
it  my  daty  to  display  my  argument  in  its  ntmoet  force ; 
and  even  to  use  pretty  freely  that  high  seasoning  of  ccai« 
troversy^  which  may  interest  the  reader's  attention ;  but 
I  would  not  wilfully  give  offence  by  harsh  words^  from 
which  the  reasoning  may  acquire  neither  force  nor  lustre* 
Tou  say^  that  the  word  conventicle  usually  siguifiesi  aa 


lime  vhea  he  drew  np  his  Second  Letters,  he  had  diteorercd*  that  the  jodgmettt  of 
tibe  dwreiv  defended  hy  Biahop  Ball,  la  the  enathrme  of  flie  Kieene-eaanciiy 
tgeiDat  thoae,  whe  ahould  ia  any  vnf  fanpagn  the  arliele  of  oor  Lord'a  difinitj  : 
thii^  Bishop  Boll  Indeed  defenda ;  that  ia,  he  maintaina  the  hiatorical  fiwt«  that  the 
itfhera  of  the  Nieene  eouneil  enforoed  the  belief  of  that  artielet  wider  the  aolemA 
auMtion  of  a  pobUek  aentenee ;  whieh  faet  Epiaeopioa  had  denied 

Dr  Prieitlej,  being  now  informed  of  the  real  anbject  of  BidMp  BolTa  treatia^ 
aaji^  **  that  the  dtmaatorf  dauae  in  the  Athamwan  ereed,  and  the  anathema  annex* 
cd  to  the  Nieene,  are  thinga.  vxaatljr  of  the  aame  nature.*  Were  I«to  iindettakn 
tiic  defaiee  of  the  damnatory  ehmae  m  the  Athaaaaan  ereed,  it  ahould  indeed  be 
upon  thia  prineiple/-4bet  it  ia  a  thing  aomewhat  of  the  aame  nature  with  the 
anathema  annezed  to  the  Nieene  t  the  anathema,  ia  no  part  of  the  Nieene  ereed; 
it  iaonlj  a  aentenee  of  the  eharah,  agamat  the  impagnera  of  a  partiealar  article: 
irhac  la  ealied  the  damnatOiy  eboae,  ia  no  part  oTthe  Athanaaian  :  it  is  a  clause,  not 
ef  the  ereed,  but  of  a  peeBtfoty  aenlenae,  in  which  the  anther  declares  his  opinion 
of  the  importance  of  the  rale  of  fSuthhe  ia  about  todelifer.  Bnt  in  whatever 
degree,  the  damnatory  cbnae  may  be  capable,  or  incapable,  of  apology,  Dr  Priestley 
is,  I  believe,  the  only  writer,  who  ever  coofOonded  two  things  so  toully  distinct, 
aa  an  anaidiema,  and  an  article  of  fiutiv;  which  he  conceives  the  damnatory  clanse 
to  be.  An  anathema,  ia  simply  a  sentence  of  ezcommnnication  :  the  church  of 
Bn|^d  anathematisea  thoae,  whe  speak  disrespectfully  of  her  Book  of  Cororoen 
Prayer,  (see  the  IVth  Canon) :  bu^  that  every  person,  who  shall  incur  the  anathe- 
ma of  the  IVth  Canon,  shall  perish  everiastingly,  is  no  cbuse  of  the  church  of 
BSns^and'a  creed. 

Dr  Fricatley  hath  lengthened  hiasiiteenth  tetter^  with  a  necital  of  several  pa^ 
Mgeafrom  Bisfaop  BolPs  works,  which^he  thinks,  must  compel  me  to  acknowledge, 
that,  whatever  I  may  be,  Bbhop  Bull  at  least  was  a  friend  to  damnatory  clautes : 
the  sentinenta  expressed  by  Bishop  Boll,  in  the  passages  produced  by  Dr  Priestley, 
I  wivihl  he  nnderstood  to.cheri»b.  and  embrace,  with  the  most  entire  unqualified 
approbation.  If  to  cherish  such  sentimenti,  and  to  he  a  friend  to  damnatory  elaoaei^ 
be  the  mmt  thisgy  I  stand  oonvietcd.    JSTaM  cor^fitentem  reuim 
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Vttlawfal  assembly :  for  my  own  part,  I  tiioaght  it  bare- 
ly e^aivalent  to  the  old  Greek  word  #vnrMmr9  which  was 
flie  name  lor  oertaia  irregalar  MsembMes,  not  as  Illegal ; 
for  the  woid  was  broiigbt  into  uee^  in  an  age,  when  all 
assemblies  of  ObriBtiana  were,  in  the  civil  leitse,  eqaal- 
ly  ilksal ;  bat  it  was  the  name  for  assemblies,  meeting 
|br  the  pnfose  of  ndigioas  worship,  withont  antbority 
Irem  tiie  Msfaop :  such  assemUies,  in  (lie  primitiTe  ages^ 
ivere  ihoi^t  to  be  spuitoally  QnanthoriEed ;  and  iu  this 
sensey  the  word  conventicle  is  applicable  at  thu  day  to 
many  TcHgtons  ueeCfaf gs,  whicb  are  not  liable  to  any 
legal  penalties,    I  cooM  hare  wished,  that  the  use  of  it 
liad  been  consideied  as  one  of  the  mere  archaisiM  of 
toy  style,  in  which  nothing  of  insnlt  was  intended ;  I 
must  liowever  declare,  that  it  would  ^ve  me  paitioalar 
pleasure  to  receive  conviction,  that  Mr  Lindsey's  meet- 
juig-house,  and  your  own,  are  not  more  em^atically 
conventicles,  in  your  sense ;  that  is,  in  tiie  worst  sense 
(of  the  word.    From  personal  respect  fw  yon  and  him, 
1  should  be  happy  to  be  aissared,  that  yon  stand  not 
within  the  danger  of  the  85th  of  Eliz.  c.  i ;  or  the  17th 
C  it  c.  S.  to  the  penalties  of  which,  and  of  othmr  sta- 
tutes, I  must  take  the  liberty  to  tell  yon,  you  are  obnox- 
ious, notwithstendiog  the  late  act  rf  the  19th  rf  His 
present  Majesty,  in  favour  of  dissenters,  unless  at  the 
quarter-sessions  of  the  peace  for  the  eoonty  wheto  yoa 
^ve,  you  have  made  a  certain  declaration,^  which  n 
required  by  that  act,  instead  of  the  subscription  to  ar- 
ticles  required  by  the  former  acta  of  tolention.    I  a|a 
sorry.  Sir,  to  inform  you,  that  I  find  no  entiy  of  Mr 
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liinA^y'tt  dedaration,  in  the  dffice  of  the  clerk  of  the 
peace^  either  for  the  county  of  Mid^leflex,  or  the  city  of 
Weetminster :  could  I  make  the  same  inquiry  concern* 
ing  yon,  (which  che  distance  iX  your  residence  pre* 
Vents,}  I  fear  I  iBhonld  littve  the  nfortiflcaitien  to  ind| 
that  you  have^  no  nore  Ihan  ymr  liilind»  oottplied  with 
ttie  lawn,  from  which  yon  data  pntbtiOb^  A  irepoit 
prevdlsy  that  you  hotti  dbje<A  In  Ihe  declarafion,  bom 
eonsdentions  eoruplea :  a  very  nuflksient  excase  for  n^ 
ttahkig  It ;  but  no  excuse  at  all^  for  domg  what  the  hm 
allows  not  to  be  done,  oxoept  opon  Ihe  expresa  cond&- 
tion^  that  the  deeiaratioo  be  pievionsly  made.  Had  yon 
ttade  the  declaration,  yon  nught  indeed  he  entitled  to 
tiie  49anie  indulgence,  by  virtue  of  the  late  act,  to  wUch 
yon  would  have  been  entitled,  by  a  aofhscription  to  cer- 
tain articles,  under  former  acta  of  toleration ;  but  not 
without  the  performence  df  certain  other  conditions,  re- 
quired by  the  let  of  WHUam  irnd  Maiy,  c.  18,  from 
miiidi  other  eondifiona,  4iiimitera  are  not  releaaed  by 
«ny  aobaeqnent  statnlea :  Isr  the  dng$e  operation  of  tlie 
49th  of  ow  present  gracious  ISoverdgn,  €•  44,  Is  to  anb- 
ntltnte  a  abort  and  general  •declaration,  instead  of  a  more 
farticnlar  subscription :  all  other  limilaliem  of  tte  in- 
^Igenoea  granted  by  the  first  of  IK^ilUam  and  Maiy, 
atand  aa  they  were.  Had  you  ttierdbre  made  the  de- 
claration, which  the  law  demands,  st81  to  entifle  your 
meetings  to  the  benefit  of  the  toleration,  it  would  have 
been  necessary  that  the  places  of  them  should  be  certifi- 
ed, (according  to  the  last  clause  of  1st  of  William  and 
Mary,  c.  18,)  either  to  the  bishop  of  the  diocese,  or  to 
Hat  archdeacon  of  the  archdeacomry,  or  to  the  justices  of 
the  peace  at  the  general  or  qnarter-sesnons  of  the  peace 
for  the  county;  city^  or  place  where  such  meeting  may 
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be  held.*-— -^I  have  searched  the  registen  of  the  epis* 
copal  coart  of  LondoD^  of  the  aichdeacon's  court  of  Mid* 
dlesexy  aad  the  records^  of  the  fiessieas  for  the  ceon^  of 
Middlesex^  and  for  the  city  of  Westnunster^  for  an 
•ntiy  of  the  house  ia  Eaeex-gtreet^  without  eaccMs  \\ 
about  your  meeting-house  I  am  precluded^  as  before 
^m  makiDg  a  regular  inquiiy ;  but  I  fear  yon  have  not 
taken  the  proper  measures  for  your  legal  security ;  be<» 
cause  the  professed  g^ronnd  of  your  dissent  from  the 
church  of  England^  is  not  a  mere  disagreement  about 
particular  articles^  but  a  general  denial  of  the  ma^ 
trate's  authority,  either  to  prohibit  or  to  tolerate ;]:  still. 
Sir,  were  you  ready  to  comply  with  the  requisitions  of 
the  law  in  these  two  particulars,  the  declaration  of  your 
own  belirf  in  the  holy  Scriptures,  and  the  notification  of 
the  place  of  meeting,  to  the  ecclesiastical  or  the  secular 
ma^trate,  Mr  Lindsey  and  you,  by  the  doctrines  which 
you  publickly  maintain,!  are  excluded  from  all  beneflts  of 
the  acts  of  toleration :  your  meeting-house  and  his,  contra- 
ly  to  your  imaj^tion,  are  illegal;  unknown  to  the  laws» 
said  UNPROTECTED  by  them.  If  this  be  the  definition  id  a 
conrenticle,  they  are  conventicles  by  the  express  letter 
of  the  law,  and  in  your  own  construction  of  the  word :  still, 
Sir,  I  had  no  thought  to  insult  over  your  miserable  «h« 
frotected  state :  the  extravagant  outory  which  you  have 
made,  and  tlie  arrogance  with  which  you  presume,  to  set 
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t  Bee  the  leveatceiith  of  Dr  PrlettleT*!  SeMod  heUen,  uaA  1117  Bemttki  opok 
the  Second  Lettersy  Fut  U.  oap.  W,  lec.  6. 

^  «*  ExekuiTe  of  erery  thios  eoataiiied  in  dte  refigkNi  of  the  ohoreh  off  EngluKl* 
it  it  ohica/  the  aathoriTf  bj  which  it  is  cigoiBed«  that  diaNBlaa  oigoot  tp  tft  it^ 
lliit  of  Corrap.  ^ol.  2.  p.  ibl. 
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your  conventicles  upon  a  footing  with  our  own  diurcbes^* 
have  provoked  me  to  salute  yon  with  these  unwelcome 
troths.  Respect  for  individuals,  in  Mr  Lindsey^s  con- 
gregation and  in  yours^  as  well  as  for  you  and  him^ 
would  have  restrained  me  from  the  use  of  a  word  which 
I  had  perceived  to  be  any  otherwise  reproachful^  than 
as  it  might  contain  a. strong  disapprobation  and  censure 
ctf  your  doctrine^ .  and  a  serious  disavowal  of  your  au- 
thority to  exercise  the  sacred  function ;  if  this  is  to  be 
deemed  reproach^  I  am  not  at  liberty  to  abstain  from  it : 
your  doctrine  1  must  disapprove  and  censure ;  because  I 
conceive  it  to  be  a  gross,  I  trust  not  a  wilful,  corruption 
of  the  word  of  God.  If  your  authority, — ^1  speak  not 
now  of  the  authority  which  derives  from  human  laws  \ 
but  even  in  ihai  you  are  deficient ;  for  a  mere  exemption 
from  civil  penalties,  which  still  is  more  than  you  enjoy, 
diffisrs  from  authority,  just  as  the  king's  pardon  differs 
from  his  favour :  if  your  spiritual  authority,  as  ministers 
of  the  word  and  sacraments,  is  wrongfliUy  called  in 
question,  yon  must  bear  with  the  prejudices  of  a  church- 
man, who,  when  he  reviews  the  practice  of  the  primitive 
ages ;  when  he  ponders  our  Saviour's  parting  promise, 
to  be  always  present  with  the  apostles,  the  delegated 
preachers  of  the  gospel,  even  to  the  end  of  the  world ; 
when  he  connects  it  with  the  history  of  the  first  ordina- 
tions, and  with  the  great  stress  laid  upon  the  Bishop's 
authority,  by  Clemens,  the  fellow  labourer  of  St  Paul ; 
by  Ignatius,  the  disciple  of  St  John ;  and  by  the  whole 
chmch  for  many  ages ;  allows  himself  to  be  easily  per- 


•  «  .  ■   ■     our  plaeet  of  wonUp  are  as  legal  at  yom*   equal^  kaowB  to  the 
Uwi^aadpioiiptidbydieak''   LetUn  to  Or  Honlej,  p.  US. 
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waded,  ttat  the  autharitj  of  tbe  coniiiiflftiaii,  ondei 
which  he  acts,  ii  somethiog  more  than  mere  bumao  le» 
gelation  can  coovey ;  aod,  while  he  woold  aMior  ta  en* 
force  civil  penalties,  may  think  it  hja  dn^  occaaionally 
to  protest  against  a  spit itoal  usorpatioaw  Indeed,  Bir, 
when  I  revolve  in  my  thoughtsu  tbe  vaiiooa  disorders 
and  distractions,  which  1  have  seen  in  my  own  oountiy, 
within  the  compass  of  my  own  lile,  arising  from  the  k* 
tegalar  zeal  of  self-constitoted  teachers  of  religion  \  when 
I  reflect,  how  the  nni^  of  the  choreh  hath  been  torn, 
how  tender  consciences  are  every  daj(  distorbeA  with 
groundless  scmples,  and  melancholy  tempera  driven  to 
insanity ;  how  tbe  simplicity  of  the  lo^^ac  hath  been 
first  abused,  and  their  principles  in  the  end  nneettled ; 
when  I  recollect  bf  w  eminenUy  tbe  state  bath  been 
lately  endangered,  and  tbe  Protestant  cause  diq^ran^ 
by  a  combination  of  wild  ianaticks,  pretending  to  anno- 
ciate  for  the  preservation  of  tbe  reformed  religlbn  i  when 
I  consider,  bow  by  theee  scandals,  tho  true  religion  hath 
itself  been  brought  into  discredit ;  bow  it  bath  been  in- 
jured,  by  attmpts  to  inflame  devotion  on  tbe  one  band| 
and  by  theories,  fabricated  to  reduce  the.  mysteiy  of  its 
doctrines  on  tbe  other  $  when  I  considei^  that  the  root  <tf 
all  these  evUs  bath  been,  the  prevalencgf  of  a  principley 
of  which  you  seem  diipose^  to  be  an  advocate }  that 
every  man  who  bath  credit  enough  to  collect  a  coope> 
gation,  bath  a  right,  over  which  the  magisttate  cansmt, 
without  tyranny,  exercise  control,  t^  celebnile  divine 
worship  according  to  his  own  ibmv  and  to  pit^agpto 
his  own  opinions ;  I  am  inclined  to  be  jealous  of  a  prin« 
pie,  which  hath  proved,  I  bad  almost  eaidy  00  husmms  ; 
and  I  lean  the  more  to  the  opinion,  that  the  commissioa 
of  a  ministry^  perpetuate^  by  r^gplar  succession,  is 
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flometbiog  more  than  a  dream  of  cloistered  gownmen^  or 
a  tale  imposed  upon  the  vulgar,  to  serve  the  ends  oC 
avarice  and  ambition.  For  whatever  confusion  human 
folly  may  admit,  a  divine  institution  must  have  within 
itself  a  provision  for  harmony  and  order  $  and,  upon 
these  principles^  thou^  I  wish  that  all  indulgence 
should  be  shown  to  tender  consciences^  and  will  ever  bo 
an  advocate  for  the  largest  toleration  that  may  be  con* 
aistent  with  political  wisdom,  being  indeed  persuaded^ 
that  the  restraints  of  human  laws  must  be  used  with  the 
greatest  gentleness  and  moderation,  to  be  rendered 
means  of  strei^thening  the  bands  of  Christian  peace 
and  amity ;  yet  I  could  wish  to  plant  a  principle  of  se- 
vere restraint,  in  the  consciences  of  men :  I  could  wish^ 
that  the  importance  of  the  ministerial  office  were  consid* 
ered ;  that  the  practice  of  antiquity  were  regarded ;  and 
that  it  might  not  seem  a  matter  of  perfect  indifference 
io  the  laity,  to  what  house  of  worship  they  resorL  I 
eannot  admit,  that  every  assemby  of  grave  and  virtuous 
men^  in  which  grave  and  virtuous  men  take  upon  them 
to  officiate,  is  to  be  dignified  with  the  appellation  of  a 
church ;  and  for  such  irregular  assemblies,  which  are 
not  churches,  I  could  wish  to  find  a  name  of  distinc- 
tion void  of  opprobrium.  As  such,  I  used  the  word 
eonventicle,  as  expressing  great  irregularity,  (which 
1  must  express,  wo !  is  me  if  I  express  it  not,)  but 
no  infamy  of  the  assemblies  to  which  I  applied  it 
If  you  are  still  disposed  to  be  indignant  about  this 
harmless  word,  recollect  I  beseech  yon,  with  what  re* 
epect  you  have  yourself  treated  the  venerable  body  to 
which  I  belong, — the  clergy  of  the  establbhment--yoa 
divide  it  into  two  classes  only :  the  ignorant^  and  the 
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idsincere.^    Have  I  no  share  in  tbLs  opprobrium  of  my 
order  ^Have  I  no  right  to  be  indignant  in  my  torn  ? 

9.  Still  looking  forward  to  the  time,  when  after  all 
tiiat  ia  past,  we  shall  mutually  for^ve,  and  be  ourselTW 

fbr^ven,  I  temain^ 

Bfixa  Sir, 
Tour  very  humble  Serrant,  ftc. 

Jitn§  15th,  irai. 


•  DrPrietOer*  intdtHbtoiy.orCorM^aoil^  toLLp-UrtA^tftlitTViiitt- 
riaiis  of  the  iireseat  age,  under  which  deaomiiiation  it  is  efident  he  dfaidei  to  the 
elerj^  of  the  eaUhliahed  ehoroh^  for  he  afterwudi  deseribes  Aeae  Trinharianii  ti 
^ertobi  <«to  dl  of  whdm  the  eiiehimfeiiti  of  fhe  eitebBihineBt  ere  •qatfir  «Mei^ 
Ue  i"  he  says  of  these  pemns,  that  ^^thejr  trs  ell  reducible  to  two  nlsars,  m. 
tKst  of  those,  who,  if  thej  were  ugenaoiu,  would  rank  with  doetoteuh  heieiiiis 
ibii  tiei«  is  no  (rop^  diflnity  in  Christ  beiidei  that  of  AeF««Mr»  or  MM  widi 
Tritheiit%  holding  three  eqoftl  and  distinet  GodV*    The  fint  dlasi,  aoitly  mot 
he  insmeere,  as  netbeUevihg  what  thejr  profess  {  the  seeood  ignorant,  asnotperw 
oeiTing  what  It  is  that  they  heliete.   Inthe  eonehisionQf  hisBis(tty,toLiLp.471, 
he  says,  that  aU  th«t  is  nrged  b  ddenee  of  the  preiwt  8fslta^  ty  torn  of  cte 
jgreatest  emfaienGe  in  the  ehureh»  who  have  appeared  as  its  advocateSi  <*  is  so  palpe> 
hiy  iredi,  that  it  is  barely  possible  they  sfaRMiU  be  hk  earnest— 4il  ttdnkhig  thdr 
ttr^omenti  ha?e  tiiat  weight  in  tbsmielTeib  whaeh  they  wkh  them  tb  bnt  wiih 
others:"  and  he  speaks  of  this  insineeri^  of  the  defenders  of  the  cilafaBrfiincn^ 
as  A  thing  to  noloriooi,  that  it  may  be  reekoned  **one  of  the  worst  Symptoms  of 
Ihe  pteaent  times.**    After  sll  this»  bi  hb  apptodb  to  hb  Seeond  LeCtet%  he  denes 
jihat  he  ever  intended  to  make  tiiat  division  of  the  whole  body  of  the  estsMMied 
clergy,  which  I  ascribe  to  him,  into  the  two  dasKS  of  the  ignorant  and  the  iuia- 
oeiet  ho  treats  the  charge  as  n  caKimny,  fW>ra  which  he  jnsdfies  himself,  ly 
pcodndng  a  king  paamge  from  one  of  his  sertnoni^  hi  which  he  pigfciwa  to  bfltt 
the  ehtonh  of  fi^|bttd  ia  no  lew  fitimatiOB  than  the  thuob  of  Botno. 
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i  WAS  Ibrmeijy  a  popD  rf'SrHarwood;  and  read 
leith  my  learned  and  -worthy  master^  Tbucydideg^ 
Sophocles^  and  the  life  of  Moses^  in  a  magnificent 
edition  of  Fhilo,  printed  by  the  learned  Mr  Bowyer.; 
and  wonder  that  Dr  Horsley  shoald  assert^  m  he  is 
represented  to  do  by  the  learned  and  ingenious^  Mr* 
Maty^  in  his  New  Beview,  that  iSrvr  is  spoken  of 
^perwns  only ;  when  it  is  applied  to  lAiy  thing  of  wbicb 
'the  writer  is  speakings  that  happens  tp  lie  pf  the  mas- 
cnline  gender*  ]fpr  in^tance^  it  is  predicated  ci  bread 
ficffee  in  John  vi.  00^  98>  vr^c  in  S  a/)7«c>  and  of  a  stone, 
Ijuke  XX.  17^  tAe  sajnej  viz.  ^tone,  ^r^c  Js  become  head 
6f^the  corner.  'Controversialists  are  apt  to  overshoot 
the  mark* 

6B£CtJLVS» 
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GentlemanU  Mdgaxine,fir  JiTavembwr,  1788^  jp.  944i 

MR  trJSBJJ^, 

BE  pleased^  Sir^  to  inform  yonr  opirespondent^  Otm- 
CultUy  that  Dr  Honley  has  not  asserted  of  the  Greek 
pronoan  vf»r^  that  it  is  spoken  of  persons  only.  He 
renders  it  indeed^  in  the  second  rerse  of  the  first  chapter 
of  Hi  John's  gospeU  by  the  words  <'  This  Person/'  and 
he  says,  in  a  parenthesis,  that  ^*this  is  its  nataral 
force  i^  and  this,  Sir,  may  he,  although  by  the  osage  of 
the  Greek  writers,  it  is  applicable,  as  GrcBctdus  with 
great  truth  remarks,  to  any  thing  of  which  the  writer  is 
speaking,  that  happens  to  be  of  the  masculine  gender; 
fi)r  few  words,  in  any  language^  are  conHned  to  their 
natural  and  primary  meaning.  But,  since  the  applica- 
tion of  the  w.oid  is  oonfesfiedly  so  nneral  in  the  best 
writers,  Ormculua  will  perhaps  be  apt  to  put  the  qoes^ 
tion,  how.  should  Dr  Horsley  know,  that  ^^  This  Per- 
son," is  more*  the  i^atnral  sense  of  vr#Cf  than  ^^  This 
Loaf,"  or  this  any  thing?  Perhaps  Dr  Horsley  has  ob- 
served, that  it  is  peculiar  to  the  two  pronouns  vVk,  and 
«(/1«Ci  to  be  used  of  any  one  of  the  three  persons;  which 
is  one  argument,  that  their  proper  sense  is  personaL 
Perhaps  Dr  Horsley  has  observed,  that  the  pronoun 
irof,  when  it  is  demonstrative  of  any  thing  which  has  no 
person,  and  which  the  writer  would  not  personify,  is 
often  put  in  the  neuter  gender,  ftlthongh  the  noun,  which 
it  represents,  be  masculine-  Imt^mf  1$  rmfla  m/^v?!— — 
after  you  haw  abrogated  the$e  la  ws— — f  a/Kvc.  DeoMisth. 
Olynth.  iii.-^«  Ir*  t«  m^*  ^.  this  [t.  s.  this  hread^ 
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atfin]  is  ny  body.  Matt.  xxvi.  6.  This  is  another  ar- 
gameDt,  that  it^^  is  natarally  demonstrative  of  a  person  : 
for  Uiere  are  bat  three  causes^  to  wbieh  the  various  ano« 
Bialiea  of  speech  may  be  refenred ;  ignorance^  negll. 
geoce^  design.  Those^  wbioh  are  frequent  in  the  best 
writers,  can  be  ascribed  to  neither  of  the  tvro  first 
causes ;  they  must  have  arisen  therefbriB'fmm  the  third: 
bat  the  third,  design,  implies  an  end :'  and  what  should 
be  the  end  of  this  anomaly  of  gender,  in  the  word  uthp 
bat  that  It  was  <be  means  of  avoiding  an  appearance  6[ 
m  proBopapana,  where  no  proBopopmia  was  intended. 

S.  Perhaps  Chraeulus,  though  pei^ectly  right  in  his 
lemark,  that  mr  may  be  demonstrative  of  any  thing  of 
which  the  Greek  nam^  is  mascoline,  has  been  nnforta* 
Bate  in  his  solution  of  passages  in  proof  of  it  Perhaps 
of  the  three,  which  be  has  produced,  two  are  nothing  to 
bu.  purpose.  Perhaps  wh  ifw  i  ^fln^  &c.  in  both  tha 
texts  in  8t  John,  shonld  be  rendered  <^  This  person  is 
the  bread,  ^c.''  t .  e»  I  am  ttie  bread,  fte.  It  may  be 
•opposed  that  oar  Lord  pointed  to  himself,  when  he 
•aid  this ;  as  the  Baptist  points  to  himself,  when  ha 
says,  *Oi^0c  yaf  i rir  I  ^fti^ucf  &e.  ^^  For  this  person  is  tha 
person  spoken  of,  kcJ^  i.  e.  For  1  am  the  person 
•poken  of,  kc.  Matt.  iii.  8.  For  that  these  are  tha 
BaptistTs,  not  the  historian's  words,  is  evident  from  the 
form,  in  which  the  following  sentence  is  begun.  Av7«r 
}«  i  Xtffluvitc*  *^  Now  this  same  John,  &c''  a  form  which 
jnacks  the  vnriter's  resumption  of  Us  narrative,  inter- 
npted  by  the  insertion  of  John's  words. 

8.  Perhaps  Dr  Horsley  bad  not  erred,  had  be  affirm- 
Mf  that,  in  John  L  9.  ircc  most  necessarily  be  render* 
ed  by  *^  This  Person."  The  utmost  liberty  of  choice, 
wbicb  the  eontext  leaves^  is  between  two  expesitions 


only :  «  Thto  PcrsoV^  or  ^TJw  Word.^^  If  the  fetter 
ht  ad^ted^  die  second  veiee  v41l  be  only  a  naeleae 
repetaon  of  wbat  liad  been  before  jaftrnned ;  whereas^  Ui 
I)r  Horsley's  view  of  it^  it  ^^eAtakie  an  eypUck  Aasertion 
ei  the  personalily  of  (lie  Jj^gim^  wldch,  yith  grefit  pro- 
yiiety  and  eignilcaniof^  prebedM  tbe  .mtniioa  eC  im 
4i9eapy  in  tbe  neict  wniBt 

^  PerhapPy  to:bnme  tiMdaiMiie  inro^v  JUmm  difimli 
.a)#«r9  witb  aiiMMitar^  mey  bem  •maiii  iG^hmnfttf  jd* 
pp«0t  a  laatcb  ler  ihe  bnghteet  bepisJtt  <lieapper  ifottv 
of  gar  poblick  echoote.  gofbmn  eewfifcingmoeeghapld 
he  done  in  the  etn^yrof  tho  Gaiok  laogiii^By  befoce  a 
^an  bq^ns  to  play  the  .critick  in  it    'tt  >af  rar  Aay«r 

I  •!»>*»>  a 

Yonraaoet  dbedies^ 


No.  ni. 

SkofC  africfaret  an  j9r  PrieMefs  Z^Hen  1o  Br  Hbn» 

ley  J  hy  on  utiknown  handm 

IMTTEOa  to  Dr  florday^  page  9.  Jesaa  Ghrbt  la 
iMM  in  the  Jerii.  Br  Prieeiley  ahonld  ^produce  an  io- 
catanoe^  wheie  the  whole  phrase  of  earning  ta*4fa  fiuhy 
j$  applied  toithe  hiBth(or4ippeavao€ee  of  any  mere  man. 
The  instances  alledged  iby  Jbiai^  piote  nothing  to  hii 
^iflase. 

Page  IS.  The  epistles  ofilgnaaiis.  Dr  Priesilsy 
is  certainly  in  the  right  ta  reprobate  those  epistles, 
if  be  oanj  they  aabvert  $Hk  hia  theology  and  hii'' 


fory  :*  bat^  wlio  are  these  learned  ia  general,  that  have 
given  fhem  up  as  sparious  ?  There  are  the  names  of 
great  criticks  cm  the  other  side,  of  whose  argomeBts 
Archbishop  Wake  has  given  a  jndicions  sammary,  in 
hifl  preliminary  discourse:  and  till  they  are  refuted, 
Dr  Horsley  has  an  nndonbted  right  to  appeal  to  these 
epistles,  as  contakang  the  sentiments  of  an  apostolical 
fiUher.    . 

Page  14.  If  Ik  Priesttey  coold  prove,  that  the  Na- 
urenes  held  the  same  doctrines  with  the  Ebionites, 
what  wonld  it  avail  his  cause  P  Conld  he  prove  by  this 
medium,  that  the  Nazarenes  contmuid  in  the  doctrine 
of  the  apostles,  and  that  the  reputed  Gatholick  church 
fell  off  fiom  it  ?  Did  the  Ebionites  learn  from  the  apos* 
ties,  that  John  the  Baptist  came  preaching  in  the  days  of 
Herod  the  king  of  Jodea }  that  Christ  descended  into 
Jesus,  in  the  form  of  a  dove,  at  his  baptism ;  cum  mutttB 
9Ui$  f  See  Epiphan.  Hseres,  xxx.  sec.  14. 

M.  Here,  and  throughout,  Dr  Priestley  supposes  the 
Unitarian  doctrine,  to  have  had  a  general  prevalence 
among  the  GN^ntOe  Ohristians,  and  universal  among  the 
Jewish.  Does  this  well  agree,  with  respect  to  the  Gen** 
tiles,  with  his  quotation  from  Origen^  at  the  bottom  of 
page  SO? 

The  much  controverted  passage  of  Justin  Martyr,  in 
his  Dialogue  witti  lVypho,t  ^^^  the  meaning  of  'Hfi$Tiff9 
7lr«vr,  are  well  illustrated  by  Mr  Bin^iam  in  his  Vindi- 
cation of  the  doctrine  and  liturgy  of  the  Church  of  En- 
gland, pristed  at  Oxford,  1774,  page  £8.    There  were 


*  The  chief  oC  (hem  are  menlioiied  hj  Oare,  under  IgimtittS* 


JIQQ  APFfiNDIt; 

according  to  JostiHi  somr  coantiymen  of  his,  Jews^  and 
Samaritansy.  ^^wbo  confess  him  to  lie  tlie  Gbiist,  yet 
affirm  him  to  be  a  mere  man.''  The  same  Jastin  says 
in  another  place,  First  ApoL  p.  78f  £d.  Thirlby^ — that 
be  had  observed  more  and  truer  Chris tians,  from  animg 
the  Gentiles,  than  from  among  the  Jews  and  Baonari- 
tans.  This  passage,  (which  helps  to  ^ofirm  Mr  Bing* 
ham's  translation  of  *yifiir%fw  ytr^vfy)  compared,  with  the 
other,  contains  the  testimony  of  Jastin,  that. there  were 
only  SOME  of  the  Jews  and  Samaritans,  and  still  fewer 
of  the  Gentiles,  professing  to  believe  in  Christy  who  af« 
firmed  him  to  be  a  mere  man. 

Page  80.  Dr  Priestley,  who  seems  to  be  very  mo* 
derately  skilled  in  Greelc,  may  gjive  a  faal^  translatiqa 
sometimes,  throagh  inadvertency :  but  what  shall  we 
say  for  his  rendering  air/ojr  f  vK^yn,  a  tpeewuM  pretmtCB  9 
Can  he  really  think,  that  AtbaBsfiQa  meant  to  speak  in 
this  style,  of  the  conduct  of  Uie  apostles  ?  *Air/A  u/xoyf c 
occurs  in  Ghrysostom  on  Matt.  xxiv.  4fi.  (tom.  ii,  p. 
448.  £d.  Bavil,)  where  though  i/lu  sigpiifies  somewhat 
differently,  ivMyc  bears  the  same  sensci  as  hoei  of  wise 
and  reasonable. 

In  the  same  passage  cfx«^8«i  is  mistranslated.  As 
the  present  infinitives,  have  sometimes  a  future  sense  in 
the  best  classick  authors,  it  here  meana  a  Messiah  to 
COME,  as  the  next  sentence  evinces^  where  Christ  already 
come,  is  said  IxifxvOerai. 

49.  Another  inaccurate  version  of  Athanasius. 

50.  Another  of  the  like  kind  from  Chiysostom.  Br 
Priestley  makes  him  say^— our  Saviour  never  taught 
his  own  divinity  in  express  words*  Chtysostom,  I  ap- 
prehend, says, — that  he  did  not  every  where,  or,  on  all 
occasions^  iv  wa/lax^^t  speak  plainliy  of  his  own  divinity. 


Akpenibx  f^ 

In  the  Jadgneiit  of  Chrysostom,  he  €(imetim«i  did  w* 
See  on  John  vL  S6, 86.  viiL  08,  x»  80. 

56.  Lut  paragraph— -Gaiaphas  adjures  oar  Baviooe^ 
by  the  liring  God,  to  tell  them.  Whether  tium  be  t&4 
Ckmty  the  Son  of  Chi  ?  Our  Iiord  avows,  these  char* 
meters,  and  adds,  Mveriheleee  (rather,  moreover)  t  eaf 
untoyouyBBreafteryeehaUeee^  Son  of  Ma!n  eUHng 
on  Ifte  right  hand  of  power.  How  can  Dr  Priestley  bsi 
sore,  in  what  sense  Gaiaphas  understood .  oar  Lord's 
angwer,  when  he  rent  his  clothes,  and  accnsed  him  of 
blasphemy  ?  Was  the  notion  of  a  Son  of  God  superiot 
to  1^  created  beings,  then  unknown  among  the  Jews  ? 
See,  besides  Bishop  BulPs  Pefens.  Fidei  Niccnfi,  capw 
i  sect  i,  i  16,  p.  13,  a  remarkable  passage  quoted  fronl 
Philo  lud.  by  Dr  Bandolph,  Yiodication  of  the  doc^ 
trine  of  the  Trinity,  partL  p.  S9» 


tKaBSBSSssBasssseamam 


LETTER  V. 

DR  PRIESTLEY  makes  the  fathers  acknoideige^ 
that  the  apostles  did  not  preach  the  divinity  of  Christ 
early f  and  confldently  sopposes  them  never  to  havt 
ts^ghtit. 

According  to  the  more  general  opinion,  St  Matthew 
wrote  his  gospel  early,  and  for  the  Jews.  In  the  open- 
ing of  this  gospel,  he  applies  the  name  Emmanuel  to 
our  Lord,  and  ^ves  his  own  interpretittion  of  it,  Chd 
with  ue :  by  which,  plain  people  conceive  him  to  mean 
what  St  Paul  expresses,  God  manijeet  in  thefieeh;  and 
the  apostolical  Ignatius,  Ooi  ap fearing  in  tie  firm  df 
a  man.    Ad,  Eph.  xix.    If  we  are  led  into  an  error,  it 
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14  by  tUpng  S(  MatQiqw'0  words  in  ihor  Utenl  and  db* 
vions  sense :  and  wa^  he  less  sattci^isas  aboot  the  tnifll 
^n  even  Dr  Priestley  himself?  If  Dr  Priestley  had 
been  to  write  a  gospelj  acmrding  to  his  own  theology^ 
would  he  have  set  out  with  such  an  application  and 
Uiterprstation  of  the  name  EiiniaaaiKl?  Qccad  tn  mm 
fiwri$,  JSgpfivif  might  St  Pa.iil  ask  2  who  writsa  witti 
the  greatest  simplieiiy,  and  iievernsfs  any  amptificati«i 
•f  any  anlgept  treated  by  hhn:  aiid>  as  we  nay  joofly 
fonelade^  would  not  here  hav0  spohen  of  Ghrisl  aa  ha 
baa  done,  hut  becaqse  he  had  yeiy  diffittent  nottona  of 
his  dignity^  firam  those  of  Dr  PriesUsy :  to  dedaie  wUob 
notipoi^  b«  WM  not  afraid  (4  Jav^  pr^udioas  an4 

.  In  the  saniegqspeljt  oar  Xiordia  introduced  declaong^ 
^No  one  knoweth  th«  l^en  but  tbcf  Father;  neither 
knoweth  any  one  the  Father^  save  the  Son,  and  he  to 
whomsoever  the  Bon  will  reveal  him.''  Here^  the  ne- 
gative iulik  being  universal^  we  seem  to  be  told,  that  the 
Father  and  Bon  are  incomprehensible  to  all  created  in« 
telligences ;  and  that  all  they  can  really  know  of  the 
Father,  most  be  in  and  through  the  ^c^  by  his  iUnmi- 
nating  spirit  Does  such  a  dedaratiqn  consist  with  Dr 
TnesUey's  plan,  with  what  our  Lord  says  of  himsdC 
in  the  next  verse  but  onoi  ^<  I  am  meek  and  lowly  in 
heart?"  Utique  parum  modesta  fsU  vwbo  mmiaj  ie 
$eip8o  hevtw  est  Ckri8tu8f  aut  alios  loquentes  aisdmt^ 
f»  wihil  iaterea  prmtev  merum  homnem  ss  esse  f^ovsrU^ 
Sumet  de  Fide  et  OiBciis,  p.  W.^ 


■^ 


•TUiii  quoted  by  IV  IUBMf%«Vlo4Fkrtn9  p.  4li,  whec^  « ibnilir  pwnfr 
ul9A  fton  %  €hi7iQ9toffl* 


AlPPENBOC  ^g 

The  same  Saviour,  in  the  conclading  paragrapli  of 
this  gospel,  commands  bis  apostles  to  evangelize  all 
nations,  baptizing  them  in  the  name  of  the  Father,  and 
of  the  Son,  and  of  the  Holy  Ghost.  Dr  Priestley  con. 
siders  the  Holy  spirit  as  an  attribute  of  the  Father,  not 
a  person :— but  does  our  Lord,  if  he  had  oliljr  an  exalt, 
ed  humanity,  thmst  himself  in  between  the  Most  tiighi 
and  one  of  his  incommunidable  attributes  ?  or  does  he 
join  two  persons  with  an  attribute^  id  a  most  solenm 
form  of  words,  Which  leads  us  atiiiost  inevitably  td  be- 
lieve, that  the  third  k  a  person  also  ?  Would  wch  it 
conduct  appear  suitable  to  his  care  and  tend(itti6s[i,  t6 
guide  his  flock  into  the  whole  truth?  Th6  supposition 
ieemiS  impossible;  and  nothing  cab  be  more  certain^ 
than  that  the  very  first  evangelist,  in  full  harmofiy  ititft 
all  the  succeeding  sacred  writers,  c^xhibits  to  us  the 
divinity  of  Christ,  in  the  beginning,  middle,  and  efid  of 
ills  gospel. 

It  is  objected  to  this  form  of  baptism,  fhat  the  use  of 
it  does  not  appear  any  where  in  the  Actis  of  the  apos. 
ties.  '^This  objection  is,  I  think,  well  answered  by 
Mr  Bingham,  Yindicat.  p.  Sy^^i.  parOcnlarly  froiii 
Actsxix* 

Page  63.  Towards  the  end  of  the  ftrst  paragraph, 
Dr  Priestley  seems  to  hefray  some  suspicions,  that  St 
Paul  did  in  truth  teach  the  divini^  of  Christ. 

Page  69.  Last  paragraph.  The  reasoning  appears 
vather  extraordinary  on  the  passage  of  Athanasins,  who 
seems  made,  by  Dr  Priestley,  to  consider  things  in  tbo 
same  light,  between  which  he  is  stodioos  te  point  onl 
am  eternal  difference. 


800 


APPEKDUt. 


LETTER  Vn^ 


Page  M.  *'1F  the  doctriM  of  tlw  Trinity  be  tme^ 
it  IS  no  doubt  in  the  highest  degree  important  and  iatcr- 
Mtiog.''  So  Dr  Priestley  can  say,  when  it  serves^  his 
paipose.  Bnt  how  does  this  agree  with  his  previooi 
observationsi  No.  IV.  p.  85,  &c.  ? 

Page  138.  It  is  somewhat  hard  to  discover,  how  the 
lemark  on  Ensebios,  and  his  treatment  of  the  Unitari- 
ans, at  ihat  Ume  very  numerousy  agrees  with  the  obser- 
vation in  the  preceding  paragraph. 

Page  189.  Was  the  hymn,  which  as  Pliny  tella  ns 
in  his  noted  episftlfi^  was  sung  to  Christ  ^uost  IkOj  ncyvel, 
in  the.  time  of  Paul  of  Samosata? 

Page  186«  Dr  Priestley  should,  I  think,  have  pre- 
fixed that  which  seems  to  be  his  ruling  maxim,  that  the 
buman  mind  is  competent  to  search  all  things,  even  the 
deep  things  of  Ghid. 

Whether  he,  or  Mr  Bui^h,  in  the  first  chapter  of  his 
Scriptural  Confutation,  lays  down  the  province  of  Mason 
in  the  better  way,  let  others  determine. 


So.  IV. 

PfiOYIBED  always,  That  neither  tiiis  act,  nor  any 
clause,  article,  or  thing  herein  contained,  shall  extend 

to  ^ve  any  ease,  benefit,  or  advantage  to      "any 

person  that  Ahall  deny  in  his  preaching  or  writing,  the 
doctrine  of  the  Blessed  Trinity^  as  it  is  declared  in  tbf 
aforesaid  artichM  of  religion. 


AFPENDK  got 


No.  V. 


1  W.  4f  M,  e.  18. 

PROy]D£D  always,  That  no  congregation  or  as- 
sembly  for  religion,  shall  be  permitted  or  allowed  by 
this  act,  nntH  the  place  of  such  meeting  shall  be  certified 
to  the  bishop  of  the  diocese,  or  to  the  archdeacon  of  the 
archdeaconry,  or  to  the  justices  of  the  peace,  at  the  gene- 
ral ^  quarter-sessions  of  the  peace  for  the  county,  city, 
or  place  in  which  such  meeting  shall  be  held,  and  regis- 
tered in  the  said  bishop's  or  archdeacon's  court  respec* 
tiyely,  or  recorded  at  the  said  eenenl  or  auarter-sessiomr. 


No.  VI. 

19  O.  HI.  e.  M. 

'■  be  it  enacted,  -  That  every  person  dis- 

senting from  the  church  in  holy  orders,  or  pretended 
holy  orders,  or  pretending  to  holy  orders,  being  a  preach- 
er or  teaeher  of  any  congregation  of  dissenting  Protes- 
tants, who-— —shall  take  the  oaths,  and  make  and  sub- 
scribe the  declaration  against  popery,  required  by  ttio 
said  act,  (1  W.  &  M.  c.  18,)  and  shall  also  make  and 
subscribe  a  declaration  in  the  words  following,  videlicet. 
^1  A.  B.  dto  solemnly  declare,  in  the  presence  of 
Almighty  €h)d,  that  1  am  a  Christian  and  a  Protestant, 
and  as  such,  that  I  believe  that  the  Scriptures  of  the  Old 
and  New  Testament,  as  commonly  received  among  Pro- 
testant chorches,  do  contain  the  revealed  will  of  God  j 
and  that  I  do  receive  the  same  as  the  rule  of  my  doctrine 


and  practice.'^  Bball  be— — «iititled  to  all  iba  exiemp- 
tions^  benefits^  priTileges  a&d  advantages  granted  to 
Protestant  dissenting  ministers^  by  i  W.  ft  M.  c.  18> 
and  by  10  A.  c«  ■  and  every  socb  person^  qnalifying 
himself  as  aforesaid^  shall  be  exempted  from  serving  in 
the  mflitia  of  this  Idngdom,  and  shall  also  be  exempted 
from  any  imprisonment  or  other  punishmwt^  by  virtue  of 
the  act  of  anlformiiy^  &c« 


SERMON 

ON  THE 

IM'CAR^'ATIOX, 

PREACiPED  IN  THE 

PAAISH  CHURCH 

OF 

St  MARY  NEWINGTON, 

In  Subbet,  Dec.  US,  1786* 


I     - 


SEBMQN^ 


J9SitI  /  than  that  art  highly  favoufei,  the  Lord  i9 
ihee :  BU$$ed  art  tftou  among  womenm 


THAT  »he^  who  in  these  terniB  was  saluted  by  aa 
angel,  ahotild  in  after  ages  become  an  object  of  supw* 
atitions  adoration,  is  a  thing  far  less  to  be  wondered^ 
than  that  men,  professing  to  build  their  Whole  hopes  c^ 
immortality  on  the  promises  delivered  in  the  sacred 
books,  and  closely  interwoven  with  the  history  of  our 
Saviour's  life,  should  question  the  truth  of  the  messago 
which  the  angel  brought.  Smne  nine  years  since,  tho 
Ohristian  Church,  was  no  less  astonished  than  offended^ 
by  an  extravagant  attempt*  to  heighten,  as  it  was  pr^ 
tended,  the  importance  of  the  Christian  revelation,  by 
overtoming  one  of  those  first  principles  of  natural  rell« 
glon,  which  had  for  ages  been  considerod  as  the  basii^ 


*  D&i^ttMiiioiM  Mlttiof  to  Mttlcr  tmd  Spirit,  l(o.  Umio^^TTT 
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r^     »  ** 


500  A  SERMOK 

upon  which  the  whole  laperstractare  of  revelation  etandf . 
The  notion  of  an  immaterial  principle  in  man,  whichi 
without  an  immediate  exertion  of  the  Divine  power^  to 
the  expresi  purpose  of  its  destruction^  must  necessarily 
survive  the  dissolution  of  the  body ;  the  notion  of  an 
immortal  soul^  was  condemned  and  exploded^  as  an  in- 
vention  c^  heathen  philosophy.    Death  was  represented 
as  an  utter  extinction  of  the  whole  man,  and  the  evan- 
gelical doctrine  of  a  resurrection  of  the  body^  in  an  im* 
proved  state,  to  receive  again  its  immortal  inhabitant 
was  heightened  into  the  mystoiy  of  a  reprbduction  of  the 
annihilated  person.    How  a  person  once  annihilated 
could  be  re.prodnced|  so  as  to  be  tlie  same  person  which 
had  formerly  existed^  when  no  principle  of  sameness^ 
nothing  necessarily  peAnntient^  was  suppoeed  to  eater 
the  original  comporition ;  how  the  pfesent  person  could 
be  interested  in  the  future  person's  fortunes ;  why  i 
should  be  at  all  concerned  for  the  hapless  otr  lAiselry  of 
the  man^  who  some  ages  h^nce  shall  be  laked  from  my 
ashea ;  when  &e  future  man  could  be  no  otherwise  the 
same  with  me^  than  as  he  was  arbitrarily  to  be  called 
(he  same,  because  his  body  was  to  be  composed  of  the 
same  matter  which  now  composes  mine :  these  diAcuU 
ties  were  but  ill  explained.    It  was  thought  a  sufficient 
recommendation  of  the  system,  with  all  its  diDcaliies^ 
that  the  prMuse  <^  a  resorveetion  of  the  body  seemei 
to  acquire  a  new  itepdrtaiice  lirom  it,  (but  the  tratti  is, 
that  it  would  lose  its  Whole  Importatioe,  if  tUs  syetem 
could  be  establiAed^  rince  it  would  become  a  mere  pre* 
diction  tonoeteing  ia  fiitare  race  of  meh,  and  would  be 
no  promise  to  any  men  now  existing,)  and  the  notion  rf 
the  soul's  natural  immortality,  was  deemed  an  unseemly 
appendagift  of  a  Christian's  belief  fw  this  aiDfolar  rea- 


ON  THfb  DreABNATiON.  ^0^ 

Ml,  that  it  bad  beea  eateitaiiied  by  wife  tnd  virtooai 
heatheofl,  who  bad  KieceiFed  no  lig|it  ^tom  the  CShnstUny 
poTp  as  it  waa  soppoaed,  from  an  earlier  revelatioKU    ' 

It  might  have  beea  e^^pectsd,  that  fhia  aa^iety  to  «¥«» 
tmgqiih  ^vcqr  nj  of  bppaf  which  beaaw  not  jbom  ihli 
^orioo9  pnmi}Ma  9f  ithe  gospel,  would  lNtV9  beev  icoom« 
paf]^  with  the  mvet  entim  eubiwaaicija  fff  ;aw  wwl^ir 
ftandiiis  to  the  letter  of  the  mit\(tn  WVA ;  Hie  mpfit  %mf 
)0Q8  aolicitade  for  thB^cri^  9f  ihe  ^aaemii  fWteM }  (b« 
wammt  zciil  lo  nuwitfun  werj  mmimitfime  m  th«  hwr 
toy  of  Mur  %jiripiii^ji  life,  NtFjupb  ffiieht  «d4  MMibwity  it 
hia  imoeptai  and  we^  to  his  pipmiae^,  by  hei^hteniag 
the  4igai^  of  hie  pfwam.  9ota9«iowai«|toiitvilhit«(etf 
ia  hniMO  JEoHy^ ^bal  4hey  who  •t  vk»  Iubm^  aeei^adAo 
think  it  a  preliminaiyy  $o  be  ntifiixxAtiSB^vf  one  wht 
WQuU  mfw  t»  «  r^h(  helMf  of  the  9o«pel»  <hat  he 
•hoold  iw\wLr«  md  iiaboUeve  whalt  phihiaepby  had  heeo 
IfaoD^t  to  \»Y»  in  eonmoo  wi<tl  the  goapel,  m  if  leaaon 
and  rewlajtioi  cooU  in  aKstting  Agree ;  upon  other  oc«- 
caAons,  discover  an  ATeMiatt  to  the  belief  of  any  thing, 
vhich  at  all  pnta  onr  reaMn  to  a  atand :  and  in  order  to 
urnge  war  with  mystery,  with  the  more  advantage,  they 
wmple  not  to  deny,  that  ihat  Spirit  which  enlightened 
flie  fint  preachers  in  the  dsliveiy  of  their  oral  instrae;- 
tton,  and  rendered  them  infallible  teachers  of  the  agp 
in  which  they  lived,  duected  them  in  the  oomposilion 
of  those  writingB,  which  they  left  for  the  edifi»tion 
of  Ancceeding  ages.*    They  pretond  to  have  made 


*  **l  hare  fre(|iiently  detbured  m]nelf»  Dot  to  be  a  believer  in  4he  inspiration  of 
tlie  eroiigdiftt  And  apetUet  «s  writcn."  Dr  PrieiUey^s  Letten  to  Dr  Honley^ 
Tartl.  p.  13^. 


tog  ASBBMON 


dkooveriei  of  inconclaflive  reatoning  in  the  •piidm  ;* 
•fdoabtfal  facta  in  the  gospels:  and  appealing  from 
ihe  testimony  of  the  apostles  to  their  own  judgments^ 
ttey  have  not  scrupled  to  declare  Aeir  opinion,  that  the 
miracfUauiB  CMcepHon  of  our  larif  is  a  aubjecti  ^  witk 
respect  to  which^  any  person  is  at  foil  liberty  to  think, 
ms  the  evidence  shall  appear  to  him,  without  any  im-* 
peadhment  of  his  iaith  w  character  as  a  Cliristian.''t 
JLnd  lest «  simple  avowal  of  this  extraordinaiy  opiaioa 
•hould  not  be  suttdently  offensive,  it  is  accompanied 
with  certain  obscure  insinoations,$  the  reserved  meaidiig 
of  which  we  m  little  anxious  to  divine,  which  sent  in- 
tended to  prepare  the  world  not  to  be  snr^sed,  if  smm- 
ttiuig  stiQ  more  extravagant,  if  more  exbratagant  maj 
be,  should  in  a  little  time  be  declared* 
'  We  are  assembled  this  day,  to  commemorafte  our 
Iiord's  Nativi^.  It  is  not  as  the  birth*day  of  a  prophet 
ihat  this  day  is  sanctiiied ;  botes  the  anniversaiy  of  timt 
-great  events  which  had  been  announced  by  the  whole 
eoccession  of  prophets,  from  the  beginning  of  the  world; 
and  in  which  the  predictions  concerning  the  manner  of 
the  Messiah's  advent,  received  thdir  complete  and  litend 
accomplishment  In  the  predictions,  as  well  as  in  the 
eorresponding  event,  the  circumstance  of  the  mirscoloiB 
conception,  mdces  8o  principal  a  part,  that  we  shall  not 
•asily  ind  subjects  of  meditation,  more  suited  either  to 
the  season,  or  to  the  times,  than  these  two  pdnts ;  the 
importance  of  this  doctrine^  as  an  article  of  the  Chris^ 
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Han  faithi  ud  the  mrfBcieQcy  of  the  efidenee  by  whicU 
the  fact  is  sapported. 

Firsti  for  the  importance  of  the  doctrine,  as  an  article 
of  the  faith ;  it  is  evidently  the  foundation  of  the  whole 
distinction  between  the  character  of  Cbrist^  in  the  condi* 
lion  of  a  man^  and  that  of  any  other  prophet  Had  thsi 
cmiception  of  Jesns  been  in  the  nataral  way  $  Iiad  hi 
been  the  froit  of  Mary's  marriage  with  her  husbandi  his 
interconrse  with  the  Deity  conld  have  been  of  no  othcar 
idndy  than  the  nature  of  any  other  man  might  have 
•qually  admitted :  an  intercourse  of  no  higher  kind  than 
ifae  prophets  enjoyed,  when  their  minds  were  enlighten* 
•d  by  the  extraordinary  influence  of  the  Holy  Spirit, 
The  information  conveyed  to  Jesus,  might  have  been 
clearer  and  more  extensive,  than  any  imparted  to  any 
former  prophet ;  hot  the  manner  and  the  means  of  com« 
manication,  must  have  been  the  same.  The  holy  Scrip- 
tares  speak  a  very  different  language :  they  tell  us,  that 
the  ^  same  God  who  spake  in  times  past  to  the  fathers 
by  the  prophets,  hath  in  these  latter  days  spoken  unt6 
US  by  his  Son  ;''*  evidently  establishing  a  distinction 
of  Ohristianity  from  preceding  revelations,  upon  a  dig- 
'iincfion  between  the  two  characters  of  a  prophet  of  God, 
and  rf  God's  Son.  Moses,  the  great  law^ver  of  the 
Jews,  is  described  in  the  book  of  Deuteronomy,  as  sn« 
perior  to  all  succeeding  prophets,  for  the  intimacy  of  his 
intercourse  with  God,  for  the  variety  of  his  miracles,  and 
•for  the  authority  with  which  he  was  invested.  '^  There 
arose  not  a  prophet  in  Israel  like  unto  Moses,  whom 
Jehovah  knew  face  to  face :  in  all  the  signs  and  wonders 
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whkh  JehoTth  tent  him  to  do  io  Uie  Uni  of  Bgypt,  to 
Fharoahi  and  all  his  servants^  and  to  all  his  land :  and 
in  all  that  mighty  himd^  and  in  all  the  groat  torror, 
which  Motes  ahowed  in  the  sight  of  all  IfcaoL''*  T«l 
flua  great  prophet^  laised  op  to  be  the  leader  and  tfa* 
leg^lahnr  of  Bod's  people  $  this  greatest  of  the  prophets^ 
with  whom  Jehovah  oonveieed  ftce  to  fiiec^  as  a  matt 
ialketh  with  his  friend;  boie^  as  we  am  told^  to  Jesn% 
Ihe  hnmUe  rekiion  of  a  servant  to  a  sonzf  ^nd  iMt 
Ihe  enperiorilj  on  the  iiide  of  the  Son^  ahonld  be  dMia- 
/sd  a  mere  si^eriority  of  the  oflBce  to  which  ho  wm  4CI* 
ipmnted^  we  aiae  loU^  that  ilie  8on  is  ^^  hl|g^r  thMi  U» 
angels/'  being  the  i^flEolgBnce  of  fiod's  gloijr,  the  expifd«s 
image  of  his  pem€i^''j:  the  Ood  ^^  who^e  tiupme  is  fopp. 
giFer  and  ever,  Hie  sceptre  of  whose  fciqgdom  13  a  jceptqa 
of  i^teoimess  s^'l  and  this  high  digoitir  of  ihe  SoOf  In 
.aBeged  apa  mptive  ior  leliigiQus  obedience  to  his  owi- 
mandt,  and  fiv  reUanceon  bis  pfmpisea*  It  is  this  in- 
deed which  gives  such  aotborUijr  to  ibis  preqcptp,,  and 
aoch  certain^  to  his  whole  doctrim,  as  nnder  fiiith  jp 
him  the  iirst  duty  of  retigiM :  had  Christ  heme  inem 
prophet,  to  believe  io  Christ  had  been  the  same  thi^goiff 
to  believe  in  Jo^n  the  Baptist  The  messagos  indae^^ 
joinonnced  on  the  part  of  God  by  Christ,  and  bf  JqIib 
the  Baptist^  ika^jbt  have  been  different ;  and  the  impor- 
lance 4»f  the  dtffiBmit  messages  unequal;  but  the  prisMyU 
pie  of  belief  in  either,  most  have  been  the  same. 

Hence  it  J^pearq^  that  the  intercourse  which  CHtfiatt 
MB  a  man,  held  wi^h  Q^A^  was  different  in  kind^ 
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fhat  which  the  greatest  of  the  prophets  ever  had  enjoy* 
ed :  and  yet  how  it  should  diSbr^  otherwise  than  in  the 
degree  of  frequency  and  intimacy,  it  will  not  be  very  easy 
to  explain ;  unless  we  adhere  to  the  faith  transmitted  to 
us  from  the  primitive  ages^  and  believe  that  the  Eternal 
Word^  who  was  in  the  beginning  with  Gbd^  and  was 
God^  sq  joined  to  himself  the  holy  thing,  which  was 
formed  in  Mary's  womb^  that  the  two  natures,  from  the 
commencement  of  the  vir^n's  conception^  made  one  per* 
son«    Between  God  and  any  living  being,  having  a 
distinct  personality  of  his  own^  separate  from  the  God* 
head,  no  other  communion  could  obtain,  than  what 
should  consist  in  the  aclion  of  the  Divine  Spirit,  upon 
the  &cttlties  of  the  separate  person.    This  communion 
with  God,  the  prophets  enjoyed :  but  Jesus,  according 
to  the  primitive  doctrine,  was  so  united  to  the  ever-living 
Word,  that  the  very  existence  of  the  man,  consisted  in 
this  union.*    We  shall  not  indeed  find  this  proposition, 
that  the  existence  of  Mary's  Bon  consisted  from  the  first, 
and  ever  shall  consist,  in  his  union  with  the  Word ;  we 
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»  SoTlModore^  in  ikt  fimith  of  bit  SevMi  IIUkloB«M  nhoai  tiie  TriiMty»  puV- 
labed  under  the  name  of  AUumaiius.  The  penoni  in  thii  dialogue,  are  an 
Orthote  BeVefer,  and  m  ApoKfaiarian.  The  ApoOitiariBB  adu,  Om  «»  w  hng 
m^/mmsi  the  Bettefvr  repSe^  mm  w  A«>«  im  in/Bftmm  m&mf  ufk  wntKrl^fmy^ 
Mv^  «irrv  •  <n»  awni  n  iU}«  ym^tf.  To  the  tame  purpoae  Joannes  Damaace* 
•Qiy  '■  ' "  a*  ytf  mfti^9t0tn  tuff  m/hn  nc^itt  uttAi  •  Qmc  Ag}^,  dcxx*  tteaumte  *n 
ymtf$  tm  «)«v  m^fkm  mi^^fmfimi,  w  •nr  mifh  tftntrnm  m  *im  we^nm  nf  murtfhm 

m^Afmrm  fiff*/*^^  ATTOZ'D  AOrOZ  rENOMENOS  TH  SAPKI  YnOZTAZIX 
Jie  SUe  Orthodox^,  Ch.  3.  eap.  U(  and  again,  cap.  tii.    E»fiui7«u  rcmn       »    ■ 
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shall  not  find  this  proposition^  in  these  terms  in  Bcr^^* 
tore.  Would  to  God  the  necessity  never  had  arisen^  ef 
stating  the  dificoveries  of  reveVition  in  metaphysical 
propositions!  The  inspired  writers  delivered  their  sn* 
blimest  doctrines^  in  popular  language,  and  abstained^ 
as  much  as  it  was  possible  to  abstain,  from  a  philoso* 
phical  phraseology.  By  the  perpetual  cavils  of  gainsay* 
ers,  and  the  difficulties  which  they  have  raisedi  Uter 
teachers,  in  the  assertion  of  the  same  doctrineSi  have 
been  reduced  to  the  unpleasing  necessity,  of  availing 
themselves  of  the  greater  precision  ai  a  less  familiar 
language. 

But  if  we  find  not  the  same  proposition  in  the  sama 
words  in  Scripture,  we  find  in  Scripture  what  amounts 
to  a  clear  proof  of  the  proposition.    We  find  flie  char< 
acteristick  properties  of  both  natures,  the  human  and  tha 
divine,  ascribed  to  the  same  person.    We  read  of  Jeans^ 
that  he  suffered  from  hunger  and  from  fatigue ;  that  ho 
wept  for  grief,  and  was  distressed  with  fear ;  that  bo 
was  obnoxious  to  all  the  evils  of  humanity,  except  the 
propensity  to  sin.    We  read  of  the  same  Jesus,  that  be 
bad  ^^  glory  with  the  Father  before  the  world  began  f^^ 
that  '^  all  things  were  created  by  him,t  l^h  in  heaven 
and  in  earth,  visible  and  invisible;  whether  they  be 
thrones,  or  dominions,  or  principalities,  or  powers  $  all 
things  were  created  by  him,  and  for  him'^}  and  <<  be 
npholdeth  all  things  by  the  word  of  his  power  :1|  and 
that  we  may  in  some  sort  understand,  how  infinni^ 
and  perfection  should  thus  meet  in  the  same  person, 
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we  are  told,  by  St  Job%  that  the  <^Word  wu  made 

It  was  dearly^  therefore,  the  doctrine  of  holy  writ» 
and  nothing  else,  which  the  fathers  asserted,  in  terms 
borrowed  from  the  schools  oi  philosophy^  when  they 
affirmed,  that  the  y^  prSodple  of  persnali^  and  in# 
dividual  existence,  in  Mary^s.Son,  wm  nnion  with  the 
nncreated  Word.*  A  doetrine^  in  which  a  miraailouii 
fooception  wonld  have  been  implied,  had  the  thing  nd 
been  reccMrded ;  since  a  maa,  canccived  In  die  ordinary 
way,  wonld  have  derived  (he  principles  of  his  ccdstence 
Ircmi  the  mere  physical  pewjers  of  generatisa*  Union 
with  Che  Divine  nafaurc^  coilld  aot  batm  baeii  dm  prin. 
dple  of  an  existence  phymeaBy  derived  flrom  Adaa^ 
and  that  intimate  nnion  of  0od  and  man,  In  the  Bsk 
deemer^s  person,  which  the  Bcriptareaao  cleaiiy  aeser^ 
had  been  a  physical  impossibility. 

But,  we  need  not  go  so  high  as  in  the  Divms  natnre 
of  our  Lord,  to  evince  tiie  necesrity  of  his  miraculona 
conception :  it  was  necessary  to  the  scheme  of  redemp>^ 
Hon,  by  the  Redeemer^a  offiering  of  himself  as^  an  expia- 
tory sacrifice,  that  the  manner  of  his  conception  shonld 
be  snch ;  that  he  shoidd  in  no  degree  partake  of  the 
Batoral  pollution  of  the  fallen  race,  whose  guilt  he  came 
to  aton^  nor  be  induded  in*  the  general  condemnation 
of  Adam^s  progeny.  In  what  the  stain  of  original  ain 
may  consist,  and  in  what  manner  it  may  be  propagatedi 
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it  is  not  to  niy  prewnt  purpose  to  inqoko  ^  it  is  soffl* 

dent,  that  Adam's  crime,  by  tbe  appointment  of  Provi** 

dence,  inVolred  his  whole  posterity  in  punishment  '^  la 

▲dam/'  says  the  apostle,  <<  all  die  :"*  and  for  many 

lives  thus  forfeited,  a  single  life,  itself  a  forfeit,  had  been 

no  ransom :  oor^  by  the  Divine  sentence  only,  inilicdng 

death  on  the  progeny,  for  the  offence  of  the  progenitor  ; 

but  by  the  proper  guilt  of  his  own  sins,  eveiy  one  sprang 

by  natural  descent  from  the  loins  of  Adam,  is  a  debtw 

to  Divine  Justice,  and  incapable  of  becoming  a  mediiUor 

for  his  brethren.    ^  In  many  thiogs,''  says  8t  James, 

€•  we  offend  alL'^t    ^*  If  we  say  that  we  have  no  rin, 

we  deceive  ourselves,''  saith  St  John,  '<  and  the  truth  is 

not  in  us :  and>  if  any  man  sin,  we  have  an  advocate 

with  the  Father,  Jesns  Christ  the  righteous :  and  lie  is 

the  propitiadon  for  our  (nns."}    Even  we  Christians  all 

offend,  without  exception  even  of  the  first  and  best 

Christians,  the  apostles.    But  St  John  clearly  separates 

the  righteous  advocate  from  the  mass  of  those  oiEsnders 

«i««that  any  Christian  is  enabled,  by  the  assistance  of 

God's  Spirit,  to  attain  to  tliat  degree  of  purity,  whicli 

may  entitle  him  to  the  future  benefits  of  the  redemption, 

is  itself  A  present  benefit  of  the  propitiation  which  hath 

been  made  for  us :  and  he,  who,  under  the  assault  of 

eveiy  temptation,  maintuned  that  unsullied  innosencs^ 

which  gives  merit  and  efficacy  to  his  sacrifice  and  inter- 

cession,  could  not  be  of  the  number  of  those,  whose 

offences  called  for  an  expiation,  and  whose  fhulties 

needed  a  Divine  assistanee,  to  raise  them  effectually 
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from  dead  works^  to  serve  the  liviiig  God.  Iq  brief^ 
the  condemQatioQ  and  the  iniqaity  of  Adam^s  P>^^Qy# 
were  aoiversal.  To  reverse  the  universal  aentenoe,  and 
to  purge  the  universal  corruption^  a  Redeemer  was  to 
be  founds  pure  of  every  stain  of  inbred  and  contracted 
guilt :  and  since  every  person^  produced  in  the  natural 
way,  could  not  but  be  of  the  contaminated  race ;  the 
purity^  requisite  to  the  efficacy  of  the  Redeemer's  atone^ 
mooity'  made  it  necessary^  tjbat  the  manner  of  bis  concept. 
Uen  should  be  supernatural. 

Thus^  you  see  the  necessary  connexion  of  the  mini« 
cnlous  conception,  with  the  other  articles  of  the  Ghris* 
tiao  faith — the  incarnation  of  the  Divine  Word,  so 
f0undly  asserted  by  St  John,  and  so  clearly  implied  io 
innumerable  passages  of  holy  writ,  in  any  other  way^ 
bad  been  impossible ;  and  the  Redeemer's  atonement^ 
inadequate  and  ineffectual ;  insomuch  that,  had  the  ex* 
traordinary  manner  of  our  Lord's  generation  made  no 
part  of  the  evangelical  narrative,  the  opinion  might  liavo 
been  defetided,  as  a  tbiog  clearly  implied  in  the  evan^ 
gelical  doctrine. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  were  not  difficult  to^show,  that 
the  mfaraculous  conception,  once  admitted,  naturally 
brings  up  after  it,  the  great  doctrines  of  the  atonement 
and  the  incarnation.  The  miraculo^s  conception  of  ou 
Lord,  evidently  implies  .some  higher  pqrpese  of  hia 
coming,  than  the  mere  buriness  of  a  teacher  ;  the  bnst* 
ness  of  a  teacher)  might  have  been  performed  by  a  qierQ, 
man,  enlightened  by  the  prophetick  spirit :  for,  wbater* 
er  instruction  men  have  the  capacity  to  receive,  a  man 
might  have  been  made  the  instrument  to  convey.  Had 
teaching)  therefore,  been  the  sole  purpose  of  our  8a^ 
viour's  coming)  a  mere  man  might  have  done  the  wbQle 
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business ;  aacl  the  euperaataral  conception,  bad  been  an 
onneeessaiy  miracle :  He,  therefore,  who  came  in  this 
miraciikms  way,  came  upon  some  higher  basiness,  to 
which  a  mere  man  was  unequal.  He  came  to  be  made 
a  siiMv^ring  for  us,  *^  that  we  might  be  made  tlte  light- 
eMsness  df  Qod  in  him.''* 

-  So  close,  therefore,  b  the  connexion  of  this  extraordi^ 
nary  fact  with  the  cardinal  doctrines  of  the  gospel,  that 
it*  may  be  justly  deemed  a  necessary  branch  of  flie 
scheme  of  redemption :  and  in  no  cither  light  was  it  cett. 
sidered  by  8t  Paul,  who  mentions  it  among  the  charac* 
teristicks  (rf  the  Redeemer,  that  he  should  be  ^  made  of 
»  woman  :^t  ^^  ^^  ^^^^^^  sentence,  St  Fanl  bears  a  le- 
markable  testimony  to  the  truth  of  the  evangelical  hiato- 
ly,  m  this  ciienmatanoe ;  and  you,  my  brethrra,  have  not 
•o  learned  Ghriet,  but  that  yon  will  prefer  the  testimony 
of  St  Baol,  to  the  rash  judgment  dT  those,  who  have 
dared  to  tax  this  <^  chosen  vesseP'  of  the  IaoA,  with 
error  and  inaccuracy. 

*  The  opinion  of  these  men,  is  indeed  the  less  to  ba 
regarded,  for  the  want  of  insight,  which  they  ^seovw, 
into  the  real  interests  and  proper  connexions  of  their 
own  system :  it  is  by  no  means  snlBcient  for  their  pii»« 
pose,  that  they  insist  not  on  the  belief  of  the  miraculous 
conception--4hey  must  insist  upon  the  disbelief  of  it,  if 
they  expect  to  make  discerning  men  proselytes  to  tiieir 
Socinian  dioetrine :  they  must  disprove  it,  bdbre  they 
can  redud^  the  gospel  to  what  theur  scheme  of  iateipre* 
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tatien  makes  it, — a  mere  religion  of  nature,  a  system  of 
the  best  practical  Deism,  enforced  by  tiie  sanction  of 
high  rewutls,  and  formidable  punishments,  in  a  future 
life ;  which  are  yet  no  rewards  and  no  punishments,  but 
•imply  the  enjoyments  and  the  sufferings  of  a  new  race 
of  men,  to  be  made  out  of  old  materials ;  and  therefore 
constitute  no  sanction,  when  the  principles  of  the  mate- 
rialist, are  incorporated  with  those  of  the  Sociniao,  in 
the  finished  creed  of  the  modem  Unitarian. 

Having  seen  the  importance  of  the  doctrine  of  the 
miraculous  conception,  as  an  article  of  our  faith  ;  let  us 
in  the  next  place  consider  the  suflBciency  of  the  evidence, 
by  which  the  fact  is  supported. 

We  have  for  it,  the  express  testimony  of  two  out  of 
tiie  four  evangelists :  of  St  Matthew,  whose  gospel  was 
published  in  Jndea,  within  a  few  years  after  our  Lord^s 
ascension ;  and  of  St  Luke,  whose  narrative  was  com* 
posed,  as  may  be  collected  from  the  author's  short  pre* 
face,  to  prevent  the  mischief  that  was  to  be  apprehend- 
ed, from  some  pretended  histories  of  our  Saviour's  life, 
in  which  the  truth  was  probably  blended  with  many 
J^ndary  tales.  It  is  very  remarkable,  that  the  fact 
of  the  miraculous  conception,  should  be  found  in  the 
irst  of  the  four  gospels ;  written  at  a  time,  when  many 
of  the  near  relations  of  the  Holy  Ifamily  must  have 
been  fiving,  by  whom  the  story,  bad  it  been  false,  had 
been  easily  confuted :  that  it  should"  be  found  again  in 
St  Luke's  gospel ;  vrritten  for  the  peculiar  use  of  the 
converted  Gentiles,  and  for  the  express  purpose  of  fur- 
nishing a  summaiy  of  authentick  facts,  and  of  soppres. 
aing  spnriops  narrations.  Was  it  hot  Ordered  by  some 
peculiar  providence  of  God,  that  the  two  great  branches 
of  the  primitive  church,  the  Hebrew  congregations^  for 
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which  St  Matthew  wrotei  and  the  Greek  congregationsy 
for  which  St  Luke  wrote,  shoald  find  an  express  record 
of  the  miraculous  conception,  each  in  its  proper  gospel  ? 
Or,  if  we  consider  the  testimony  of  the  writers,  simply 
as  historians  of  the  times  in  which  they  lived,  without, 
regard  to  their  inspiration,  which  is  not  admitted  hy  the 
adversary;  were  not  Matthew  and  Luke,  Mattfiew^. 
one  of  the  twelve  apostles  of  our  Lord,  and  Luke»  the 
companion  of  St  Paul,  competent  to  examine  the  evi- 
dence of  the  facta  which  they  have  recorded  ?  Is  it 
likely  that  they  have  recorded  facts,  upon  the  credit  of 
a  vague  report,  without  examination  ?  and  was  it  re« 
served  for  ttie  Unitarians  of  the  eighteenth  century,  to 
detect  their  errors  ?  St  Luke,  thought  himself  pairti<* 
cularly  well  qualified  for  the  work  in  which  he  en«. 
gaged,  by  his  exact  knowledge  of  the  story  which  be 
undertook  to  write,  in  all  its  circumstances,  from  the 
very  beginning :  it  is  said,  indeed,  by  a  writer  of  the 
very  first  antiquity,  and  high  in  credit  that  his  gospel 
was  composed  from  St  FauFs  sermons ;  <<  Luke,  the  at- 
tendant of  St  Paul,''  says  Iren^us,  <'put  into  his  book 
the  gospel  preached  by  that  aposfle :"  thb  being  pre*- 
mised,  attend  I  beseech  you,  to  the  account  wluch  St 
Luke  gives  of  his  own  undertaking :  ^^  it  seemed  good 
to  me  also,  having  had  perfect  understanding  d  all 
things  from  the  very  first,  to  write  unto  thee  in  order, 
most  excellent  Theophilus;  that  thou  mightest  know 
the  certainty  of  those  things,  wherein  thou  hast  been 
instructed*''  The  last  verse  might  be  more  literally 
rendered  ^Uhat  thou  might  know  the  exact  truth  d 
those  doctrines,  wherein  thou  hast  been  catechised  ;" 
St  Luke's  gospel  therefore,  if  the  vrriter's  own  woid 
may  be  taken  iboui  his  own  work^  is  ain  historical  H^ 


ON  TttB  mCARKATION.  8X0 

position  of  the  CatechiBm^  ivhich  Theophilus  had  learn- 
ed>  when  he  was  first  made  a  Christian.  The  two  first 
articles,  in  this  historical  exposition,  are  the  history  of 
the  Baptist's  birth,  and  that  of  Mary's  miraculous  im» 
pregnation :  we  have  much  more  therefore,  than  the 
testimony  of  St  Luke,  in  addition  to  that  of  St  Mat- 
thew, to  the  troth  of  the  fact  of  the  miracnlons  concep- 
tion ;  we  have  the  testimony  of  St  Lnke,  that  this  fac^ 
was  a  part  of  the  earliest  catechetical  instruction :  n 
part  of  the  catechism,  no  doubt,  which  Bt  Paul's  con- 
rerU  learnt  of  the  apostle.  Let  this  then  be  your  an- 
swer, if  any  man  shall  ask  you  a  reason  of  this  part  of 
yonr  fidth ;  tell  him,  that  you  have  been  learning  St 
FaoPs  catechism. 

From  what  hath  been  said,  yon  will  easily  perceive^ 
that  the  evidence  of  the  fact  of  our  Lord's  miracnlons 
conception,  is  answerable  to  the  great  importance  of 
the  doctrine;  and  you  will  esteem  it  an  objection  of  little 
iveight,  that  the  modern  advocates  of  the  Unitarian 
tenets,  cannot  otherwise  give  a  colour  to  their  wretched 
cause,  than  by  denying  the  inspuration  of  the  sacred 
hiatorians,  that  they  may  seem  to  themselves  at  liberty 
to  reject  their  testimony.  Ton  will  remember,  that  the 
doctrines  of  the  Christian  revelation,  were  not  original- 
ly delivered  in  a  system ;  but  interwoven  in  the  history 
cf  our  Saviour's  life :  to  say  therefore  that  the  firrt 
lireachers  were  not  inspired,  in  the  composition  of  the 
narratives  in  which  their  doctrine  is  conveyed,  is  nearly 
the  same  thing,  as  to  deny  thehr  inspiration  in  the 
general:  you  willj  perhaps,  think  it  incredible,  that 
tb^,  who  were  assisted  by  the  Divine  Spirit,  when 
tiiey  preached,  should  be  deserted  by  thitt  Spirit,  when 
ihKj  committed  what  they  had  preached  to  writing :  you 
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will  think  it  improbabley  that  thejry  who  were  endowed 
with  the  gih  of  discerning  spirits,  should  be  endowed 
with  no  gift  of  discerning  the  troth  of  bets :  you  will 
recollect  one  instamib  upon  record,  in  which  St  Fetir 
detected  a  falsehood  by  the  light  of  inspvation ;  and 
yon  will  perhi^s  be  inclined  to  thinks  that  it  ooold  be 
of  no  less  importance  to  the  church,  that  the  apostles  and 
jeyangelists,  should  be  enidbled  to  detect  ftlsehoods  ia 
the  history  of  our  Saviour's  life;  than  that  6t  Peter 
ahonld  be  enabled  to  detect  Ananias's  Ue,  about  the 
aale  of  his  estate.  Too  will  thuik  it  mlikAly,  that  they 
who  wett  led  by  the  Spirit  into  all  trath|  should  be 
permitted  to  lead  the  whole  church  for  many  nffas  into 
error:  that  they  should  be  permitted  to  leave  behind 
them^  as  aothentick  memoirs  of  their  mastuKs  life^  nar- 
ratives compiled  with  little  judgment  or  selectieo,  from 
the  stories  of  the  day,  from  facts  and  Actions  ia  promis* 
cnous  circulation :  the  credulity,  which  swallows  these 
contradictions,  while  it  strmns  at  mysteries ;  is  not  (be 
laith  which  will  remove  mountains.  The  Ebionitee  cf 
antiquity,  little  as  they  were  famed  for  penetritioa  and 
discernment,  managed  however  the  affairs  of  Uie  aect^ 
with  more  discretion  than  our  modem  Unitarians ;  the; 
questifmed  not  the  inspiration  of  the  books  which  tb^ 
rec^ved ;  but  they  received  only  one  book,  a  sporioitf 
copy  of  St  KatUiew's  gospel,  curtailed  U  the  two  fint 
chapters.  You  will  think  it  no  inconsiderable  coafr- 
matioD  of  the  doctrine  in  question,  that  the  sect  which 
first  denied  it  to  palUate  their  infidelity,  found  it  ne* 
cessary  to  reject  three  of  the  gospels,  and  to  motileti 
the  fourth. 

Not  in  words  therefore  and  in  form,  bnt  with  bsafii 
full  of  faitt^  and  gratitude,  you  will  join  in  the  w^sa^ 
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service  of  the  day^  and  return  thanks  to  God^  ^^  who 
gave  his  only  begotten  Son  to  take  our  nature  upon  him, 
and,  as  at  this  time,  to  be  born  of  a  pure  Virgin.'^  Toa 
will  always  remember,  that  it  is  the  great  use  of  a 
sound  faith,  that  it  furnishes  the  most  effectual  motives 
to  a  good  life.  You  will  therefore  not  rest  iu  the  merit 
of  a  speculative  faith.  Ton  will  make  it  your  constant 
endeavour,  that  your  lives  may  adorn  your  profession 

that  ^^  your  light  may  so  shine  before  men,  that  they^ 

seeing  your  good  works,  may  glorify  your  Father  which 
is  in  heaven.'' 
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PART  FIRST, 


REMARKS. 

WHEN  first  I  had  the  pleasure  to  peruse  the  Se- 
cond Letters  addressed  to  me  by  Doctor  Priestley,  upoa 
the  subjecl  of  our  Lord's  divinity^  I  was  not  ill  satisfied 
to  find  the  performance  such,  both  in  matter  and  style^ 
as  might  have  released  me  from  all  obligation  to  a  for- 
mal reply ;  although  I  had  made  no  previous  declara- 
tion of  the  resolution,  in  which  I  am  fixed,  never  to  enter 
into  a  useless  disquisition  upon  the  main  question — an 
exhausted  subject,  in  which  nothing  new  is  to  be  said 
on  either  side  ; — ^nor  to  pursue  an  interminable  contro- 
versy with  one,  whom,  with  high  respect  for  his  natural 
abilities,  and  for  his  attainments  in  some  parts  of  learn- 
ing, I  most  still  call  an  insufficient  antagonist  The 
dislike  of  trouble  in  my  natural  disposition  is  m  strong, 
as  too  often,  I  fear,  to  strive  for  the  mastery  with  better 
principles.  I  was  well  satisfied  to  find,  that  in  the  con- 
test with  Dr  Priestley,  I  was  at  liberty  to  indulge  tny 
indolence,  without  seeming  to  desert  my  cause :  that  his 
book,  abounding  in  new  specimens  of  that  confident  ig- 
norance,  which  in  these  subjects  is  the  most  prominent 
feature  in  his  writings^  and  in  expressions  of  fiery  re- 
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sentmont  and  virulent  invective ;  carried  wilh  it,  as  I 
tliO!is;<it,  its  own  coafutation  to  unprejudiced  readers  of 
all  do^criptiiins :  to  the  learned  reader,  by  the  prrn^f 
vt^bich  il  furninhes  of  the  author's  incompetency  in  liie 
subject ;  to  the  unlearned,  by  the  consciousness,  which 
the  fierceness  of  his  wrath  betrays,  of  a  defect  of  ar- 
gument. 

S.  To  mention  a  few  instances:  it  gave  me  great 
satisfaction  to  perceive^  that  the  whole  confutation  of  the 
proof,  which  I  had  built  upon  the  epistle  of  St  Barna- 
bas, of  the  orthodoxy  of  the  first  Hebrew  Christians,* 
was  to  consist  in  an  insinuation,  that  ^<  doubts  had  been 
entertained  by  many  learned  men  concerning  the  genu- 
ineness  of  that  epistle  ;"t  and  in  an  assertion  of  my  an- 
tagonist's, that  it  is  most  endently  interpolated ;  and 
that  the  interpolations  respect  the  very  subject  of  which 
we  trenit  :"|  the  genuineness  of  the  epistle,  as  a  woric 
of  St  Barnabas  the  apostle,  bad  been  expressly  given 
up  by  me ;  its  age,  being  the  only  circumstance  of  im- 
portance to  my  argument :  for  the  notion,  that  it  is  evi- 
dently interpolated,  particularly  in  what  respects  the 
subject  of  which  we  treat ;  the  evidence  by  which  the 
assertion  is  supportedi  is  of  that  sort,  which  every  one 
who  engages  in  controversy,  must  rejoice  that  his  ad- 
versary should  condescend  to  employ.  Some  passages 
in  the  Greek  text,  which  allude  to  our  Lord's  divinity, 
are  not  found,  it  seems,  in  the  old  Latin  version ;  others 
relating  to  the  same  subject,  appear  in  the  old  Latin 
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vergion  only,  and  are  not  found  in  the  Greek  text  :*  tiiat 
both  the  Gh^ek  text  and  Latin  version,  carry  evident 
marks  of  the  injaries  of  time  ;  that  defects,  sometimes  of 
a  single  word,  sometimes  of  many  words,  sometimes  of 
whole  periods,  abound  in  both,  is  known  to  every  one 
who  hath  ever  looked  into  the  work :  it  is  doubtless 
therefore,  a  very  rational  conclusion,  that  whatever  is 
not  found  both  in  the  original,  and  in  the  version,  is  in 
either  an  interpolation.  That  the  hand  of  time  must 
always  have  fallen  upon  the  corresponding  passages  in 
the  two  copies,  may  be  taken  as  a  self-evident  proposi- 
tion !  If  any  assertion  therefore,  of  our  Lord's  divinity, 
occur  in  either  copy,  which  is  not  found  in  both,  the 
suBpicion  must  be  but  too  well  founded,  that  some 
wicked  Athanasian  hath  been  tampering ! 

8.  I  was  well  pleased  to  find,  that  the  two  passages 
which  my  antagonist  hath  produced  from  the  Greek 
text,  as  evident  instances  of  interpolation,  are  not  among 
those  which  I  have  cited.  In  these  two  passages,  the 
divinity  of  our  Lord  is  briefly  alluded  to :  in  every  one 
of  the  four,  cited  by  me,  it  is  distinctly  asserted,  or 
strongly  implied  :  of  these  four,  two  are  found  with  in- 
considerable varieties,  both  in  the  Greek  and  in  the 
Latin  ;  the  other  two  in  the  Latin  only  :  but  that  I  lay 
the  chief  stressf  upon  either  of  the  two,  which  are  in  the 
Latin  version  only,  is  a  mere  imagination  of  my  ad- 
versary. 

4.  The  satisfaction,  which  this  confutation  of  my  ar- 
gument from  Barnabas  afforded  me,  was  not  a  little 
heightened,  by  the  manner  in  which  I  am  convicted  of 
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an  error,  in  the  appeal,  which,  in  my  sixth  letter  to  Br 
Priestley,  1  made  to  the  authority  of  Grotius,  among 
others,  in  support  of  the  opinion,  which  I  maintain^  of 
the  orthodoxy  of  the  Nazarenes,  in  the  article  of  our 
Lord's  divinity.  Dr  PriesUey,  in  his  First  Letters  to 
%  .me,  said,  that  I  was  singular  in  asserting  this:  to 

show  that  I  was  not  singular  in  the  assertion,  (not  to 
prove  the  thing  asswted ;  for  the  proof  of  that  I  build 
entirely  upon  what  is  to  be  found  in  ancient  writers; 
but  to  disprove  the  pretended  novelty  of  <  the  assertioDj 
I  alleged  the  authorities  of  Grotius,  Yossius,  Spencer, 
and  Huetius :  <<  having  examined/^  says  my  antagonist, 
in  the  third  of  his  Second  Letters,  <<  the  most  respecti- 
ble  of  these  authorities,  viz.  Grotius^  I  find  him  entiiclj 
failing  you,  and  saying  no  such  thing  as  you  ascribe  to 
him  :'^*  then,  to  prove  that  Grotius  fails  me,  and  says 
no  snch  thing  as  I  ascribe  to  him,  Dr  Priestley  produces 
a  passage  from  Grotius,  to  which  I  never  meant  to  al- 
lude, and  which  is  indeed  nothing  to  the  purpose,  bat 
he  takes  no  notice  of  the  passage  upon  which  my  asser- 
tion was  built,  and  to  wiiich  the  margin  of  my  public^ 
tion  referred  him. 

5.  The  satisfaction,  which  it  gave  me  to  find  myself 
thus  confuted,  was  still  increased,  by  the  retractation  d 
this  confutation  in  my  adversary's  Appendix,  No.  III- 
A  retractation,  which,  in  effect,  is  little  less  than  a  cod- 
fession  of  the  fraudulent  trick,  which,  had  not  the  ad- 
vice of  friends  seasonably  interposed,  it  is  too  evident; 
he  meant  to  put  upon  the  publick — ^1  say  upon  the  pub- 
lick  ;  for  upon  me  he  could  not  think  that  it  would 
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paM ;  wbaterer  m&y  be  his  opinion  of  my  learning ; 
lie  has^  I  believe^  had  some  experience  of  ny  vigilancey 
in  watching  the  movements  of  an  enemy ;  and  he  coald 
not  ima^nei  that  the  passage  which  he  prodnces^  would 
pass  with  myself  (br  that  which  I  cited.  But  he  hag 
heard  perhaps  from  those  who  know  me^  of  the  consti* 
totional  indolence  which  domineers  in  my  disposition  ; 
and  nnder  this  circumstance,  and  the  declaration  which 
I  had  made  of  my  intention  to  give  him  no  reply^  he 
thought  himself  secure  against  detection. 

6.  I  must  acknowledge  another  gratiflcafion  which  I 
received  from  this  same  No.  III.  of  Dr  Priestley's  Ap- 
pendix ;  I  learnt  from  it,  tlmt  Grotius,  ^^  when  he  speaks 
of  the  Nazarenes,  as  holding  the  common  faith  of  other 
Christians,  with  respect  to  Christ ;''  meant  only  that  they 
held  something,  which  was  not  the  common  faith  of 
other  Christians :«  and  that  Bulpitius  Severus,  when 
he  says  that  <^  all  the  Jewish  Christians  till  the  time  of 
Adrian,  held  that  Christ  was  God,  though  they  observ- 
ed the  law  of  Moses,  f  Christum  D$um  sub  legis  sbser^ 
ToHsns  creisbautfj  is  to  be  considered  as  having  said 
nothing  more,  than  that  almost  all  the  Jews  of  Jerusa- 
lem were  Christians,  though  they  observed  the  law  of 
lio8es.''t  Certainly,  the  learned  commentator  and  the 
historian,  are  to  be  so  understood  c  for  were  they  to  be  nn- 
^eietood  in  the  plain  meaning  of  their  words^  they  would 
flatly  contradict  Dr  Priestley ;  whkh  however,  if  they  had 
done,  it  would  have  been  no  great  matter :  for  any  Writer, 
iffho  may  contradict  Dr  Priestley,  is  little  to  be  regarded. 
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7*  Dr  Pmslley  has  been  reading  the  Parmenidet  !* 
Having  taught  the  Ghreek  language  several  years  at 
Warrington^  he  conceived  himself  well  qoaliHed  to  en- 
counter that  profound  book.    The  benefit  which  he  has 
received  from  the  performance  of  thb  knotty  task,  exact- 
ly correspirnds  with  my  notion  of  his  abilities  for  the 
undertaking :  he  has  found  the  whole  treatise  unintelli- 
gible if  Perhaps  he  has,  'ere  tins,  }w^ei  iktou^  the 
Enneads  of  Plotinus,  with  the  like  emolument :  he  must 
therefore  be  well  qualified  to  illustrate  the  history  of  the 
Platonick  doctrines,  in  the  most  mysterious  parts :  and 
in  the  gbeat  work,  with  which  the  press  now  labours, 
his  promise  will,  I  dare  say,  be  fulfilled,  of  teaching 
the  world  many  things  respecting  them,  of  whidi  lus 
antagonist  b  ignorant.    He  can  produce  hundreds  of 
passages  to  prove,  that  the  *^  divinity  which  the  ortho- 
dox Ghristians  ascribed  to  Christ,  was  the  veiy  same 
principle,  which  constituted  the  wisdom  and  other  pow« 
ers  of  God  the  Father ;  and  he  can  prove,  that  ^<thii 
was  agreeable  to  the  principles  of  those  Platonists,  irom 
whom  Philo  and  the  Ohristian  fifithers  derived  their 
opinion.''!    That  the  second  person  in  the  Platonick 
triad  was,  according  to  the  theology  of  that  school,  the 
frincipU  cf  intettigenee  in  the  Godhead,  he  will  find 
indeed  not  difllcult  to  prove ;  but,  unless  he  can  show, 
that  this  principle  of  Divine  intelligence  was  not  suppo- 
sed, by  the  Platonists,  to  have  had  from  all  eterni^  a 
personality  of  its  own,  distinct  from  the  personality  of 
either  of  the  two  other  principles ;  he  will  prove  noth* 
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ing,  but  wliat  is  already  known  to  every  cliild  in  Fla- 
tonisro* 

8.  The  GRBAT  WORK,  will  probably  abound  in  new 
apecimeos  of  the  proficiency  which  he  has  made  in 
logick,  nnder  the  tnition  of  the  great  Locke :  it  was  not 
unpleasant  to  me^  to  find  this  great  logician,  confoun^ng 
hef.ngf  substance^  and  substratum  :^  that  is,  ignorant  of 
the  distinctions  of  v^$fCL(nc  (which  seems  to  be  Being  in 
his  language)  m-mc  and  i'/rmifiifu :  to  find  Mm  unapprized 
of  that  great  principle,  without  which  a  logician  wiH 
handle  his  tools  but  awkwardly^  that  the  genus  cannot 
be  predicated  of  the  specifick  differencesf  (a);  and^ 
from  an  ignorance  of  this  principle^  falling  into  an  error^ 
into  which  indeed  greater  men  than  he  have  fallen^  that 
Being  is  the  universal  genvs,  under  which  all  other 
genera  rapk  as  species^ 

9.  These,  and  raaiqr  other  gjtaring  instanees  ef  unfiiuw 
islied  erudition,  shallow  criticism,  weak  argument,  and 
UDJttstiflaUe  art  to  cover  the  weakness,  and  to  supply 
the  want  of  argument,  wUch  must  strike  every  one,  who 
takes  the  trouble  to  lock  through  these  Second  Letters ; 
put  me  quite  at  ease,  with  respect  to  the  judgment,  which 


*  Second  Letten,  p.  138. 
-    ^  M  ■     ■■      The  former  [being]  is  the  gencn,  and  the  latter  [penon]  the 
tpeeiety''  ho,  p.  140. 

(a)  lo  the  nzth  of  hit  Tlilnl  Letterii  tee.  S.  Dr.  Priestley  eoorageously  encoun- 
lerB  thb  prioeiple.  To  prove  the  Isllscy  of  it,  he  lays,  "According  to  it,  since 
•mtffs  Wtt  difided  into  Whiter  and  Blaektp  &e.  &•.  it  would  follow,  that  it  cannot 
with  propriety  be  said  of  any  Whiles  or  Blacks,  that  they  are  men.**  A  move 
eurious  instance  of  lopcal  aoeoraoy  will  not  easily  be  fonnd,  than  this  deduction. 
The  eommon  jnemit  of  White  men  and  Black  men,  I  take  to  be  Man,  Th« 
apcsiftck  diffierenae  betweos  them  lioa  in  ookmr.  Of  this  I  apprehend  manhood 
cannot  be  predicated.  Bat  how  doea  this  lead  to  Dr  Priestley's  inference^  that 
nimibood  it  not  predicable  of  any  sabjosi  in  which  ootoor  is  foond. 
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Hbe  poblick  woqM  be  apt  to  fbrm  beiwetn  nyantagonul 
and  me ;  and  confirmed  me  in  the  resolntion  of  making 
BO  reply  to  him,  and  of  troubling  tbe  pabfick  uo  more 
upon  tbe  sabjecty  except  so  far  as  might  be  neceesary, 
to  ettabluh  aome  beta,  whicb  be  bath  somewhat  too  pe- 
remptorily denied ;  and  to  vindicate  my  character  from 
ftspendonsi  which  he  hath  too  Inconsiderately  throwH 
wt 

10.  The  matters  of  fiwt  which  I  meaa  to  proTO  are 
these. 

I.  Origen's  watit  of  veracity  in  dispatation. 

11.  The  existence  of  orthodox  Hebrew  Ohristiaas  at 
Jemsalemi  alter  the  time  of  Adrian. 

III.  The  decline  of  Calvinism,  amoan&ig  almost  to  a 
totel  extinction  of  it,  among  the  English  dissenters. 

II.  The  slander,  which  I  meav  to  repel^  is  conlsin. 
id  in  my  adversary's  insinoaliooy  that  t  have  spdLen 
l¥ith  contempt  of  the  doctrines  of  Cahin. 

IS.  As  for  the  ootciy  which  he  SMkes  dKmt  my  in* 
tolerance,  and  my  bigotry  to  what  he  calls  l^i^ehurck 
principles,  it  gives  me  rather  pleasurs  than  nneaainess* 
1  consider  it,  as  the  vain,  indipiaat  straggle  <^  a  strong 
animal,  which  feels  itself  overcome ;  the  mere  growling 
of  the  tiger  in  tbe  toils;  and  I  disdato  to  answer:  I 
glory  in  my  principles ;  I  am  proud  of  tbe  abuse^  whichi 
they  may  draw  upon  me ;  nor  shall  Ipretead  to  apoIo« 
gize  for  the  severity  and  warmth  of  my  present  Ian* 
guage,  or  of  any  which  I  may  think  proper  to  employ 
in  the  ensuing  pages.  After  the  avowal  which  Dr 
Priestley  has  made^  in  his  last  publication^*  of  tbe 


*  Sec  the  AnimadvenioM  on  Dr  White's  Scmcmt,  anikexed  t»  Br  Prtallcy't 
diieoiurM  apon  the  Importanee  ef  Free  loqutiy,  p.  79. 
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spirit  ia  whicL  he  hM  drawn  liii  polemical  sword ;  it  is 
ttme^  that  on  our  part  also^  the  scabbard  aJiould  be 
thrown  away. 

18.  Dr  Priestley^s  Second  Letters  to  the  Archdeacon 
of  St  Alban's  are^  at  this  instant|  lying  open  bc^Mre  me^ 
at  the  SSd  page :  my  eye  is  attracted  to  a  passage  neat 
fhe  bottom,  distinguished  by  a  mark^  which^  in  the  ftnik 
pemsal  of  the  work,  I  had  set  against  it  in  the  margin ; 
which  reminds  me,  that  it  is  one  of  those,  in  which  I 
was  the  most  captivated  with  the  justness  of  the  reason* 
lag,  and  the  frankness  of  the  writer's  declarations.  Al* 
ttongh  I  have  already  spent  more  time,  than  when  I 
flrst  took  op  my  pen  I  thought  to  do,  in  culling  tho 
flowers  of  my  adversary's  compoution,  I  cannot  resist 
the  temptation  of  stewing  (although  it  delay  for  a  few 
moments  the  business  to  which  I  hasten)  to  pluck  this 
delicious  blossom,  which  I  had  well  nigh  overlooked, 
Musible  how  much  it  wiU  add  to  the  brilliancy  and  fra^- 
graaoe  of  my  posey. 

14b  Bishop  Fearsop  aUeges,  that  Ignatius,  in  his 
flpistles  to  Polyearp,  to  the  Ephesians,  Magnesians, 
and  Philadelphians,  refers  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Ebion- 
ites  as  an  heretical  doctrine :  these  references,  would 
demolish  Dr  Priestley's  notion,  that  the  Bbionites  wove 
not  considered  as  hereticks,  so  early  as  in  the  times  of 
Ignatius ;  Dr  Priestley  therefore  <<  finds  no  such  refer- 
•nces,"  in  these  epistles,  <^  except  perhaps  two  passa* 
Ijes.''    Two  clear  references  are  just  as  good  as  two 
thousand :  how  then  shall  we  dispose  of  these  two  pas- 
Mges  ?  Very  easily — <<  they  may  easily  be  wpp^sed  to 
have  been  altered'^ — ^yes :  suppositions  are  easily  made ; 
and  for  that  very  reason,  they  are  not  easily  admitted 
by  wary  men,  without  some  other  recommendation  than 
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tiie  bare  Mie  of  making  thenii  joined  to  ibe  eonaidenu 
tion  of  the  aervice,  which  a  particular  aappoaition  may 
render  to  a  party- writer,  as  a  cratch  for  a  lame  aiga* 
ment  Upon  what  groond  then  may  we  bnild  this  eiip- 
poeition,  which  is  so  easily  made,  of  an  altentioa  in 
two  passages  in  the  epistles  of  Ignatios,  which,  aa  they 
BOW  stand,  coatradict  Dr  Priestley  ?  Up<m  the  firmest 
ground  imaginable :  <^  when  coftRECTSD  by  an  unita- 
rian, nothing  is  wanting  to  the  evident  purpose  (rf  the 
writi^' — Corrected  hy  an  Unitarian  /  The  Unitarians, 
if  they  are  not  shamefully  belied  by  the  ecclesiastical 
lustorians,  have  ever  indeed,  been  ready  at  this  business 
of  correction  :  the  Arians  took  the  trouble  to  correct  a 
treatise  of  Hilary  of  Poictoa,  in  which,  the  heretical 
eonfession  of  the  council  of  Ariminum  was  the  sul^t : 
they  corrected,  and  corrected,  till  the  work  became  a 
novelty  to  its  author.  They,  or  the  Macedonians,  did 
the  same  good  office  for  St  Oyprian's  epistles ;  and  to 
circulate  their  amended  copies  more  widely,  they  sold 
them  at  Constantinople,  M  a  low  price ;  simUar  liberties, 
were  taken  with  the  works  of  the  two  Alexandrians^ 
Clemens  and  Dionysius ;  they,  who  thus  corrected,  were 
not  deficient  in  the  kindred  art  of  forging  whole  trea- 
tises, under  the  names  of  the  brightest  luminaries  of  the 
church,  m  which  the  holy  fathers  were  made  to  support 
lieritical  doctrines :  the  holy  Scriptures  were  not  unat- 
tempted,  as  appears  by  the  testimony  of  those,*  who 
lived  at  the  time  when  the  ameniei  copies  were  extant 
in  the  world  ;  who,  in  proof  of  the  heavy  accusation, 
appeal  to  the  notorious  disagreement  of  different  copies, 


•  See  EoMb.  Bee.  Bitt  f  V.  t. 
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which  had  andei^one  the  revision  of  different  heresi* 
uchs.  This  is  indeed,  the  confutation  of  the  Unitarian 
doctrine,  that  both  the  primitive  fathers,  and  the  holy 
Scriptures,  mnst  be  corrected  in  every  page,  before  they 
can  be  brought  to  give  evidence  in  its  favour.  It  is  be- 
cause the  Unitarians  themselves  have  always  understood 
ihis,  that  they  have  ever  been  ready  to  apply  the  needM 
torrecHanSy  when  they  thought  the  thing  might  be  done 
without  danger  of  deteotion ;  but  the  modem  Coryph€Bus 
of  the  company,  is,  I  believe,  the  first  who  ever  had 
the  indiscretion  to  avow  the  practice,  and  confess  that  he 
coald  not  otherwise  stand  his  ground,  than  by  an  appeal 
to  the  testimony  of  cobrected  fathers  !  He  is  himself 
indeed  a  master  of  the  art  of  correction :  his  attempt 
upon  a  passage  in  St  John's  first  epistle,  wUl  never  be 
foi^tten.* 

10.  Will  he  dare  to  recriminate  ?  He  wilL— <'  The 
orthodox,  iie  says,  as  they  are  commonly  called,  have 
tampered  with  the  New  Testament  itself,  having  made 
interpolations  favourable  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity, 
especially  the  famous  passage  concerning  the  three  that 
tear  record  in  A^aven.'^f  The  great  name  of  Newtov 
is  brought  up,  to  give  weight  to  the  accusation :  <<  New- 
ton, among  others,  has  clearly  proved,  fcc.''  and  this  he 
ima^nes,  I  myself  will  acknowledge :  Dr  Priestley, 
even  before  the  inditing  of  these  Second  Letters,  must 
have  found  himself  deceived  in  so  many  instances,  in 
his  imaginations  about  me ;  how  I  would  acknowledge. 


*  See  the  charge  to  the  clciff  ttf  the  archdeaconry  of  St  Albaa'ti  I.  lee.  5, 
^  Saeond  Lettrra  p.  13.   > 
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and  how  I  wcmld  recant;  how  vy  ejes  would  be 
by  the  iDfomation  which  he  had  to  $^ve  me ;  that  I 
wonder  he  shoald  ventOFe  to  imagine  any  more^  in  a 
aubject  in  which  he  hath  found  himself  m  liable  to 
error :  he  imagines,  that  I  mnst  acknowledge,  that  New- 
ton  hath  clearly  proved,  that  the  record  of  tfm  three  in 
heaven  in  St  John's  first  epistle^  is  an  interpolation, 
made  by  some  of  those,  whom  I  call  the  orthodox-- 
No :  I  acknowledge  no  such  thing:  Sappose  I  were  ts 
make  the  first  part  of  the  acknowledgment,  that  the 
passage  is  an  interpolation;  what eonseqaenee would 
bind  me  to  the  second,  that  the  orthodox  have  been  the 
wilful  falsifiers  ?  Is  it  because  their  purpose  mi^  have 
been  served  by  the  pretended  falsification  ?  Truly,  their 
purpose  had  been  poorly  served  by  it:  it  is  not  agreed, 
among  the  orthodox  themselves,  that  this  text  reklee  to 
the  coasobstantiality  of  the  three  persons  in  the  God« 
head:  it  is  my  own  opinion,  that  it  does  not :  and  this 
I  take  to  be  the  reason, — that  it  is  so  seldom  alleged  by 
the  ancient  writers  in  proof  of  the  Trinity.    But  why 
must  I  acknowledge,  that  the  passage  is  at  all  an  intv* 
polation?  Because  Newton  and  others  have  clearlly 
proved  it— to  me,  the  proof  is  not  dear:  were  the  defect 
of  positive  proof  in  favour  of  the  passage  much  gimUer, 
than  Newton  and  others  have  been  able  to  make  onl^  it 
would  still  be  with  me  an  argmnent  of  its  aothentiei^, 
that  the  omissicm  of  it  breaks  the  connexion,  and  wonder- 
fully heightens  the  obsourily,  of  the  apostle's  discourse. 
Dr  Priestley  perhaps  ima^nes,  that  I  hold  myself 
bound 'to  acknowledge  whatever  Newton  hath  attempt^ 
ed  to  prove :  in  his  letters  to  me,  and  in  his  animadver- 
sions upon  Dr  White's  celebrated  discourses,  he  is 
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often  pleased  to  boast  of  the  probability^  of  wbat  ha 
kiiowsy  more  than  hie  antagonists ;  and  that  too^  in  sab- 
jectS)  in  which  he  hath  been  convicted  of  the  greatest 
want  of  knowledge :  I  hope  I  may  say,  without  arro* 
gance,  that  it  is  probable  that  Sir  Isaac  Newton's 
talents  in  demonstration,  are  as  well  known  to  me,  ai 
to  Dr  Priestley :  it  is  probable  too,  that  after  the  pains 
which  I  have  taken,  to  examine  the  principles  and  the 
authorities,  on  which  his  ancient  chronology  is  founded; 
I  am  as  well  qualified  as  Dr  Priestley,  to  judge  of  his 
talents  in  other  subjects,  which  are  not  capable  of  de« 
monstration :  now  in  these,  I  scruple  not  to  say,  with  a 
writer  of  our  own  times,  that  the  great  Newton  went 
out  like  a  common  man ;  for  the  expositbn,  which,  to 
complete  his  argument  against  the  record  of  the  threa 
in  heaven,  he  ^ves  of  the  context  of  the  apostle's  dis* 
course,  I  hold  it  to  be  a  model  of  that  sort  of  para* 
phrase,  by  which  any  given  sense  may  be  affixed  to  auy 
given  words  :  but  that  even  the  external  evidence  of  the 
muthenticity  of  the  passage,  is  so  far  less  defective,  than 
Newton  and  others  have  imagined,  will  be  denied^  I 
believe  by  few,  who  have  impartially  considered,  the 
very  able  vindication  of  this  celebrated  text,  which  hath 
lately  been  given  by  Mr  Travis,  in  hb  Letters  to  Mr 
Gibbon.  Dr  Priestley  perhaps  hath  not  found  leisure 
to  hdk  trough  that  performance ;  or,  if  he  have,  he 
bath  formed,  I  suppose,  ^^  no  very  high  opinion  of  the 
author's  acquaintance  with  Christian  antiquity  ;"t  for 


li-i^ 


*  Seoond  httten,  p.  135,  146,  SOO,  SOS.    AiiiiBidrenuMii  w  Ik  WKite,  p. 
M,7f. 
t  See  RcflUttin  oo  Mr  Eow«/t  diicMrw. 
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in  thig,  all  who  oppose  the  Socioiaii  tenets,  are  misenu 
bly  deficient. 

16.  Here  I  close  mj  remarki  upon  my  adversary's 
reasoning ;  and  I  now  proceed  to  the  proof  of  my  own 
facts,  and  the  vindication  of  my  own  character. 


FART  SECOND. 


PROOFS. 


CHAPTER  FIRST. 

f^  Origen^s  woMt  if  veradtn.-^Cf  Oe  Faiken  n 
nenL-^€fAe  panggeg  ta  whiA  St  (Jhiywabfi 
Bupponi  to  asserts  tftat  f  Ae  apotUes  tmtuporized. 
specimen  qf  coned&fm  bg  an  UmtarioM. 

.  THE  first  hct  that  comes  iq  questioQ  is,  the  want 
of  veracity  ia  disfMitation^  which  1  impute  to  OrigeD. 

2.  In  the  second  book  against  Gelsos^  near  the  bow 
ginning  of  the  book^  Origen  asserts  of  the  Hebrew  Ghria. 
lians  of  his  own  times^  withont  exception^  that  they  had 
not  abandoned  the  laws  and  customs  of  their  ancestors  f 
and  that,  for  that  reason  they  were  called  Ebiomtes. 
Br  Priestley  sets  a  high  value  upon  this  testimony  of 
Origen,  as  clearly  establishing  his  great  pdai,  that  the 
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Ebionitei  wert  nothing  worse,  than  the  Chmtaaoe  of 
the  circomGision :  I  mainbuny  that  if  the  troth  of  Ori- 
fen's  assertion  were  admitted,  stili  his  tertimony  wonld 
he  less  to  Dr  Priestley's  purpose,  than  he  imagines — it 
woald  prove,  indeed,  the  Hebrew  Chrbtian,  and  the 
Ebionite,  to  be  the  same ;  but  it  would  equally  prove, 
ihat  the  disbelief  of  our  Lord's  divinity,  was  no  neces« 
■ary  part  of  the  £bion»an  doctrine.  But  I  go  further : 
I  deny  the  troth  of  Origan's  assertion  in  both  its  bran- 
ches :  1  deny,  that  it  is  Universally  true  of  the  Hebrew 
Christians,  in  his  time,  that  they  had  not  abandoned 
ihe  Mosaick  law ;  and  I  deny  that  it  is  (rue,  that  they 
were  all  called  Ebiooites :  1  say,  that  Origen  himself 
knew  better,  than  to  believe  hb  own  asscMiion ;  and  I 
say,  that  it  was  a  part  of  Origen's  character,  not  to  be 
incapable  of  assertiog,  in  argument,  what  he  belieTed 
not 

8.  fir  Priestley  lit  brooks  this  open  attack^  upon  the 
credibility  of  one,  whom  he  considers  as  a  principal 
witness :  he  defends  Origen,  by  retorting  a  similar  ac- 
cusation npon  me ;  and,  with  the  utmost  vehemeaco  of 
Indignant  cnratory,  he  arraigns  nke  at  (he  tribunal  of  An 
jpablick^  as  a  falsifier  of  history,  and  a  defamer  of  the 
character  of  the  dead,^  From  assertions  which  I  have 
not  rashly  made,  it  must  be  something  more  terrible  to 
my  fioeliogs,  than  the  reproaches  of  Dr  Priestley,  loadly 
n-echoed  by  his  whole  party,  that  shall  compel  me  to 
lecede. 

4.  I  say^  then,  that  in  the  particular  matter  in  qneo* 
tion^  Origen  asserted  a  known  falsehood  :  I  say^  m  go^ 


*  SecoBd  Letleit,  k«b  PjrefMe»p.  zvfii.  p$  47»  IfS. 
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iieral)  that  a  ^  strict  regard  to  tmtb^  la  diflpntation^  ivas 
not  the  virtue  of  his  character. 

5.  With  respect  to  the  particular  matter  in  qoestkm : 
if  I  prove^  that  Origen  knew  the  falsehood  of  his  own 
assertion  in  the  first  branch  of  it^  in  whicn  he  aversi 
^  that  the  Hebrew  Christians  in  his  time  had  not  aban* 
doned  their  ancient  laws  and  castoms ;''  no  great  stress^ 
I  preenme,  will  be  laid  upon  the  second^  <*  that  they 
were  all  called  £bionite8 :''  for^  according  to  Origen's 
account  of  the  reason  of  the  name^  (which  ye)  I  believe 
not  to  be  the  true  one,)  the  two  branches  of  his  assertioni 
most  stand  or  fall  together* 

0.  It  is  an  inconvenience  which  attends  controversy, 
liiat  it  obliges  both  the  writer  and  the  reader  to  go 
frequently  over  the  same  ground :  J  must  here  repeat^ 
what  I  observed  in  the  seventh  of  my  letters  to  Dr 
Priestley,  that  it  is  in  answer  to  a  reproach  upon  the 
converted  Jews,  which  Gelsus  had  put  in  the  mouth  of 
an  unbelieving  Jew,  that  by  embracing  Christianity, 
fliey  were  deserters  of  their  ancient  law ;  that  Origen 
asserts,  that  the  Jews  believing  in  Christ  had  not  re^ 
adonced  their  ^daism.  This  assertion  is  made  at  the 
beginning  of  Origen's  second  book.  Now  at  no  greater 
distance  than  in  the  third  section  of  the  same  book,  the 
Igood  fath^  tekes  quite  another  ground  to  confute  his 
adversary:  he  insults  over  his  adversary's  ignorance, 
for  not  making  the  distinctions,  which  he  himself,  in  the 
allegation  in  question,  had  confounded.  ^^  It  is  my  pre- 
sent  point,''  says  Origen,  <<to  evince  Celsus's  igno- 
rance, who  has  made  a  Jew  say  to  his  countrymen,  to 
Israelites  believing  in  Christ,  Upon  what  motive  have 
you  deserted  ike  law  of  your  ancestors?  But  how  have 
they  deserted  the  law  of  their  ancestors,  who  reprove 
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tboie  that  are  inattentive  to  ti^  Mid  aay^  TM  me  y$ 
t^e.  9^^^  Then^  after  a  citation  <^  certain  teste  from  8t 
Paal'e  epietles^  in  wfaach  the  apbetle  avails  himaelf  of 
the  anttioiitj  of  the  law,  to  enfoioe  pavtkolar  datiea; 
which  texts  make  notiiing  either  for  or  againet  the  Jew't 
aaeertiott^  that  the  Chrietiang  of  the  ciicnmdaian  had 
jdbandoned  their  ancient  law )  hot  prove  oidj^  thi^  the 
dioneeof  the  law^  if  it  was  actwUy  gone  into  dioosc^ 
cottM  not  be  deemed  a  dissertim;  becanse  It  proceeded 
«ot  from  fny  disregud  to  the  antfaorilgr  of  the  Lawg|v« 
a :  after  a  dtafion  of  texts  to  this  porposBi  Orjgeii  |^ 
ceeds  in  this  remarkable  strain.  '^  And  how  oonfaoe^ 
Jy  does  Cebms's  Jew  speak  upn  this  soiijjeot?  when 
in  mi^  have  enid  more  pbuisiblyy  somb  of  ymi  ham 
rdmfuUM  l&e  old  cutoms  npon  pretoMa  of  expesi. 
ilons  and  allegpries  oom  af^  expoonding,  an  yen 
oall  ikf  spiritnaUy^  nevertihsless  observe  the  institiitioQi 
of  oor  ancestor8-«4mt  BonOf  not  adnuttuig  ttese  exposi^ 
tions^  are  willing  to  receive  Jesns  as  the  penon  foiBtoUi 
by  the  prophets,  and  to  observe  the  law  of  Mooes  ao- 
cording  to  the  ancient  cnstons,  as  having  in  the  latter 
the  whole  meanu^  of  the  Bpirif  f  In  these  wovd% 
Ongen  confesses,  all  that  I  have  aUedged  of  hhn :  ha 
oonfessesy  in  csotradiction  to  Ids  former  assertion,  that 


•f  ,.  lUi  m  n^yi^v/mm  y  *naJf  •'  mafa.  *tm  Kiktm  Mhk  h%m^  9^ti$mK 

^n^MnJyr  tarmp  en  TINEZ  /mt  tffm  tuCI>iMkmrmn  <?«  Ai,  <f  o#<wi  iim^tnm  s«, 

4vi^i0r    T1NE2  ^  wfi  imytfim9tf  jkimhuu  tm  Un^  mftjoi^^mm  mft^MkH^ 

PfM3^  IKT. 
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he  knew  of  three  sorts  of  Jews  professing  Christian^. 
i<j— one  sort  adhered  to  the  letter  of  the  Mosaick  law, 
rejecting  all  figoratiye  interpretations ;  another  sort  ad- 
mitted a  figurative  interpretation^  conforming,  however^ 
to  the  letter  of  the  precept ;  but  a  third  sort  (the  first  in 
Origan's  enumeration)  had  relinquished  the  observance 
of  the  literal  precept  conceiving  it  to  be  of  no  impor- 
tance, in  comparison  rf  the  latent  figurative  meaning. 

7*  But  this  is  not  all :  in  the  next  sentence  he  gives 
US  to  understand,  though  I  confess  more  indirectly,  but 
lie  gives  us  to  understend^  that  of  these  three  sorte  of 
Hebrews  professing  Christianity,  they  only,  who  had 
laid  aside  the  use  of  the  Mosaick  law,  were  in  his  time 
considered  as  true  Ghristians :  for  he  mentions  it  as  a 
ftivther  proof  of  the  ignorance  of  Gelsns,  pretending,  aft 
it  appears  he  did,  to  deep  erudition  upon  all  subjects^ 
that  in  his  account  of  the  heresies  of  tiie  Ghristiaii 
chordi,  he  liad  omitted  the  hraelites  believing  in  Jeeue^ 
and  not  laging  aside  Ihe  law  of  iheir  ancestors  :  <<  but 
how  should  Gelstts/'  he  says,  <<  make  clear  distinctions 
upon  this  pcdnt ;  who,  in  the  sequel  of  his  work,  men- 
tions impious  heresies  altogether  alienated  from  Christ, 
and  others,  which  have  renounced  tbe  Creator,  and 
Imth  not  noticed  [or  knew  not  of  ]  Israelites  believing 
in  Jesus,  and  not  relinquishing  the  law  of  their  fiu 
then  P^'*  What  opinion  is  to  be  entertained  of  a  wri« 
tor's  veradty,  who,  in  one  page,  asserts  that  the  Hebrews 
professing  Christianity  had  not  renounced  the  Jewiith 
^aw  $  and,  in  the  next  affirms,  that  a  part  of  them  had 
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reaoancecl  it,  not  withoat  an  ittsinQatioQ^  tbat  they^  Vfh9 
liad  not,  were  bereticks,  not  true  Gbristians?  Ego  huic 

TESTI,    ETIAM8I   JURATO,   QUI   TAM,    MANIFESTO   FUKOS 
TENDIT,  HE  NON  CBEDITURUH  ESSE  CONPIRUO. 

8.  I  flatter  myself,  that  I  have  established  my  dbarge 
against  Origen,  with  respect  to  the  particular  fact  ia 
iqoestion :  tbat  a  strict  regard  to  truth  in  disputatioDi 
was  not  the  virtae  of  bis  character,  I  shall  now  show  by 
another  strai^  instance  of  prevarication^  which  occors 
in  these  same  books  against  Celsas.  Gelsns,  to  deprive 
Uie  Christian  cause  of  all  benefit  frwn  Isaiah's  pr^hecy 
of  the  Virgin's  conception,  makes  bis  Jew  say,  what 
bath  since  been  said  by  many  Jewish  criticks  withoat 
the  least  foundation,  that  the  Hebrew  word  in  Isaiah 
vii.  14,  which  is  rendered  by  the  LXX,  a  virgin^  de« 
notes  only  a  yomig  woman:  Origan,  in  justification  of 
the  sense  in  which  Christian  interpreters  understand  the 
passage,  cites*  the  law  against  the  incontinence  of  be- 
trothed virgins,  in  Dent  xxii*  88,  !M<»  the  word  n^ 
which  Christiuis  understand  of  a  vii^n  in  Isaiah,  be« 
ing  allowed,  as  Origen  will  have  it,  to  denote  a  vir^ 
in  this  passage  of  the  law :  but  in  this  passage  accord- 
ing to  our  modern  Hebrew  text,  the  word  is  not  nrtv,  but 
fffyina :  Were  it  certain^  that  rt^  had  been  the  reading  ia 
the  copies  of  the  age  of  Origen,  a  suspicion  might  arise, 
tbat  the  text  bad  been  corrupted  by  the  Jews,  for  the 
<  purpose  of  depriving  the  Christians  of  one  ai^nnienty  in 
vindication  of  their  interpretation  of  Isaiah ;  but  there  is 
something  so  suspicious,  in  the  manner  of  Origans  ap- 
peal to  this  text,  that  he  is  rather  to  be  suspected  of 
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prevaiicafiray  flian  the  ajnagogoe  of  tnmi.       tt  ^ 

m\Ku  Si  ffC  rm  hww^  Kttloi,  XLS  ^AZl,  tun  mrf  A«v7<for«/ij» 

Iri  vaf  9mr,  &c.  ^<  The  word  noVi^  whieh  Ao  LXX  Davo 
translated  iato  the  word  w«f lirtc  [a  virgb]^  hot  other 
interpretersy  into  the  word  mtiif  [a  young*  woman},  i» 
pat  too^  AS  THBT  flAT^  10  Seuterooomy^  for  a  virf^aJf 
What  b  this,  «&  f Aey  aay  .^  Was  it  unknown  to  tho 
compiler  of  the  Hexapla^  what  the  reading  of  tht 
Hebrew  text,  in  his  own  time  was  ?  If  he  knew  that 
h  was^  what  he  would  have  thought  it  to  be ;  why  does 
he  aeem  to  assert  upon  hearsay  only?  Tf  he  knew 
not;  why  did  he  not  inform  himself?  that  he  might 
either  assert^  with  confidence,  what  he  had  found  upon 
inquiry  to  be  true;  or  not  assert  what  could  not  he 
maintained.    Ego  huic  testi,  etiamst  jurato,  qui 

TAM  manifesto  FfJlfOS  YENDIT,  MB  HON  CIIEBIT0B911 
ESSE  CONFIRMO. 

9.  So  much  Ibr  Origen's  veracity  in  argument  so 
unjustly  aspei*sed  by  me,  so  completely  vindicated  hj 
Dr  Friestley.* 

f0.  I  will  here  take  the  liberty  to  rematk  upon  the 
early  fkthers  in  general,  whose  memories  are  neverthe-i 
less  to  be  revered,  for  their  learning,  and  the  general 
sanctity  of  their  characters ;  that,  in  their  popular  dii« 
courses,  and  in  ailment,  they  were  too  apt  to  saeriioe 
somewhat  of  the  accuracy  of  Ikct,  to  the  plausibility  of 
their  rhetorick ;  or,  which  is  much  the  same  thin^  Aey 


^^i^mmmt^mmH^^ti^mm^tm'^i^t^ 


*  •*!  ha^  eoinptetely  vindieated  the  ehaneter  of  Orfgen,  «tiA  fW  hxm 
tudcwoorod  to  bkn.'*    SmomI  Lettrr%  kc  p.  IM.    Sec  a  fUrtbtr  dcimM  «C 

Orife^fTaraei^y  in  the  int  of  Dr  Prieitley'i  third  Letten^  aBd4i\x  ^klKf  ^  ^^ 
f  arthflr  defemee,  in  the  fifth  of  the  Snpplemental  DiiqiuiEtionii 
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w«re  toe  iMdj  to  adopt  any  notioo,  which  wa^  serve 
a  pietMt  porpese^  withbut  nieely  exa«duiog  Um  solidity 
or  its  ranoto  csnseqiioiicss.  For  this  nason,  the  great 
proit  wlHch  nay  arise  from  the  study  of  their  works,  is 
father  that  we  may  gather  from  them,  what  were  the 
opinions  and  the  pracUce  of  the  whole  body  of  the 
charchf  ia  the  times  wherein  they  lived ;  than,  that  a^y 
one  of  these  writers  is  safely  to  be  followed  in  all  hte 
assertions  :  instance!  ijl  precipitationi  in  advandng  what 
occurred  at  the  moment,  and  served  a  present  purpose, 
may  be  found,  I  believe,  in  the  writings  of  no  less  a 
man  than  St  Ohrysostom :  I  shall  mention  one  instance 
which  occurs  to  me,  which  is  very  remarkable,  though 
perhaps  of  littis  consequence.  In  his  homilies  upon 
the  second  epistle  to  the  C(Ninthian8,  Ohiysostom  re- 
lates, that  it  was  not  agreed,  in  his  timoi  who  the 
person  might  be,  who  is  described  by  St  Paul  as  the 
^^  brother  whose  praise  is  in  the  gospel  in  all  the 
churches:"  that  some  thought  St  Luke  was  meant 
under  this  description ;  others  St  Barnabas :  and,  fiv 
a  reason  which  he  mentions,  he  gives  it  as  his  ewQ 
opinion,  that  St  Barnabas  was  probably  the  person 
intended — but,  in  his  first  homily  upon  the  Acte  of 
the  Apostles,  he  no  less  than  three  times  brings  up 
this,  text,  as  in  attestation  of  St  Paul  to  St  Luke's 
merit :  for  no  other  resson,  but  that  this  application  of 
ity  served  the  purpose  of  a  rhetorical  amplificatioa  of 
St  Luke^s  praise. 

li.  Upon  this  circumstance,  the  notorious  careless- 
ness of  the  fiithers  in  their  rhetorical  assertfons,  I  should 
build  my  reply  to  the  several  passages  which  Dr  Priest- 
ley hath  produced  from  St  Chrysostom,  to  prove  that  ft 
was  allowed  by  St  Chiysostom,  that  the  doctrine  of  the 
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Trinity  had  nev^  been  openly  taught  by  Ibe  apofitles ; 
if  those  passages  appeared  to  me^  in  the  same  li^t  m 
which  they  appear  to  my  aorfagonist :  as  for  the  particu- 
lar  passage  in  Albanasias,  if  any  Unitamny  who  reada 
ihe  entire  passage,  thinks  that  the  Jews  tibeoemeniiMed 
were  converted,  Bot  uHhelicviiig  Jews,  I  JMist  apply  t^ 
idai,  what  Dr  Priestley  reaMriss  laf  those  .wiiom  1  esteem 
as  orthodox,  4;hat  ^^  the  minds  of  a  few  indirid/uak  may 
be  fio  loched  op,  that  no  keys  we  can  offly  will  be  abld 
to  open  4iem.''»  For  8t  Chrysoetom,  I  cannot  find 
tfiat  be  «ays  any  thing,  hot  what  i  nqraelf  wioald  say  f 
Aat  ftbe  apostles  taogbt  imt  what  was  jsasiest  to  bo 
learnedly  And  fvieat4>n  to  U^ier  fminii^  as&i  suods  of 
their  catechamens  became  able  to  bear  them :  if  I  coald 
siUow  Aat  he  hath  any  where  isaid,  what  Dr  Priest- 
ley thinks  lie  >finds  in  his  eHpresaioaB,^  tiuU  the  aipostleir 
jkad  been  reserTod  and  conceakd  upon  an  artide  oC 
^th ;  I  should  say,  that  k  was  a  thought  that  ha4 
hastily  'Occurred  to  him,  as  a  plausible  £obition  of  a 
diffiouHy,  which  deserved  peiiiaps,  no  very  diligrat  dis- 
cussion in  «  popular  assembly;  and  that  ho  had  hastily 
let  it  escape  him.  1  am  weU  persuaded,  that  any  priest 
in  Chrysostom's  jurisdiction,  who  should  have  maintain** 
ed  this  extraordinary  proposition,  that  ^Uhe  apostles 
had  temporized,  in  deliveting  the  fundamentals  of  the 
Christian  faith,''  would  have  met  with  no  very  gentle 
treatment  from  the  pious  Archbishop  of  Constantinople^ 
had  the  priest,  in  his  own  vindication,  presumed  to  say; 
<^  Holy  father,  if  I  am  in  error,  you  yourself  must 
answer  for  it ;  upon  your  authority  I  adopted  the  opin- 
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IdOy  wliicb  ym  vow  condem ;  yon  hiTe  repeatedly  said 
30  your  commeotaries  apon  the  sacred  booksy  that  tba 
>apo8tles  and  the  eTangeliflte  stood  in  awe  (^  the  prejo* 
dices  of  their  bearers''— 8t  Olirysostoni  would  have  re- 
plied :  ^  Faithless  monster !  is  it  thy  stupidity,  or  tky 
baseness,  that  intei^rets,  as  an  impeaclment  of  die 
tinceiity  of  the  first  inspired  preachers,  my  eocomiom 
ittf  their  wisdom  ?  But  why  shoald  I  wonder,  that  be 
ahoold  not  scmple  to  slander  bis  bishop,  who  spares 
not  the  apostles  and  evangelists !''  Had  tin  priest  bett 
Mb  to  prove  a|;ainst  St  Ohrysostom,  tiiat  be  bad  in- 
fieed^ven  connteoanoe  in  bis  writings  to  such  mi  ernN^ 
flie  good  hAiti  would  have  repented  in  sachcloih  and 
ariies. 

tt.  As  the  mention  of  Dr  Priestley's  qnotafions  from 
St  Ghiy  seetom  bath  occurred,  I  must  not  omit  to  do  jos- 
tici  to  a  passsge,  which  hath  suffered  a  little  In  lbs 
liands  4^  this  Bmeritm  professskr  of  €hreek^  in  ttm  laie 
^Lcademy  at  IVarrington.  I  speak  of  the  passage  dted 
4>y  Dr  Priestley,  in  his  Second  Letters ,  page  9i^  Ikom 
the  first  bonnly  on  the  episfle  to  the  Hebrews :  In  4be 
€(reek,  as  Br  Priestley  gives  it,  it  is  rank  nonsense; 
and  not  vei^  intelligible,  in  Dr  Priestley's  English : 
Dr  Priestley,  to  get  it  into  English  at  all,  has  had  re. 
course  to  an  emendation--an  ^<  i  must  be  turned  into  my, 


^MM 


•  ««1  ■  (iqgiit  Hniiiejewi^  thebst  sizof  tbem  tl  Wwrf^^.*^    9«. 

ttmd  Lfftten,  p.  SOS. 

Ad  Kunmviii,  nan  Vtnrm  cmt,  nee  StrnMCa,  dm  Thru, 
Qui  iiUDpiitpeiiiM8y  medKit  ied  naitu  Jiihenm, 

Biil  "'Ihe  tflenenti  «f  tlie  tengaage,  it  teenn,  Yen  not  tanglit  there.''  [IUI3 
The  proTeMor  indeedj  had  the  etesMnii  been  to  be  Cangh^  had  beea  iil  y*»^t4 
Arhii  chair. 


or  samesihing  eke.^  Suppose  i  turned  into  x«i^  vhat 
will  be  the  antecedeat  of  the  pronoun  iJ\H  in  the  Greel^ 
or  of  hifMelfm  Dr  Priestley's  English  ?  Had  Br  Priests 
Ic^  consulted  any  good  edition  of  St  Chrysostomy  either 
the  Paris  edition  of  17309  or  the  old  Paris  edition,  of 
Fronto  Ducieus,  or  the  Eton  edition,  he  would  haya 
found  that  i  yuf  uwy  t  dt«c  should  be  v  yaf  bra  •  Xf irn 
and  that  i  should  keep  its  place :  ^<  Observe/'  says  St 
ClftysqiitoBi,  ^<  the  apostie's  prudence  in  tl^  choice  of 
his  expressions«-*for  he  hath  not  said^  CkrUt  spoiv^ 
mUhoi]^h  he  [t.  e*  Christ]  was  the  person  who  spake; 
Imt  because  their  nunds  were  weak,  and  they  w«re  nofc 
jet  able  to  bear  the  things  concerning  Ghrtst^  he  sayt^ 
Ood  Mpake  by  MmP 

13.  The  particular  notion,  that  Christ  was  the  Jeh^ 
Tab  of  the  Old  Testament,  the  pcmoo  who  conreiBed 
with  the  patriarchs,  talked  with  Moses  in  the  bosh,  dis- 
played his  tremendous  glory  at  dinai,  and  spake  by  the 
prophets ;  is  what  Bt  Chrysostom  thought  the  Hebrewa 
not  fkr  eiumgh  advanced  in  the  theory  of  revelation  to 
'bear :  if  be  thought  them  too  weak  to  bear  the  general 
doctrine  of  our  Lord's  Deitt,  his  judgment  would  be  of 
llttie  weight,  since  St  Paul  thought  otherwbe ;  for,  in 
tte  second  verse  of  the  first  chapter  of  this  epistle,  the 
-apostle  enters  upon  that  abstruse  subject,  which,  in  the 
ilrst  'verse,  according  to  Dr  Priestley's  interpretatbn  of 
Bt  Ohrysostom,  he  is  supposed  to  shun ;  in  the  third 
Terse,  be  goes  deep  into  the  mystery ;  and,  in  the  eighth, 
lie  applies  to  Christ  what  the  Psalmist  says  of  God, 
ihat  <<  his  throne  is  forever  and  ever,  the  sceptre  of  his 
kingdom  a  sceptre  of  righteousness :"  and  the  manner, 
in  which  the  words  of  the  Psalmist  are  introduced,  shows 
tintt  Aie  «po0tt6  thought,  tiiat  they,  to  whom  he  wsota^ 
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could  not  but  join  wkb  faim  in  this  applicalioB.  Dr 
Priestley,  1  siq>poBey  thought  it  u  well  to  keep  it  oat 
0f  the  reader's  sight,  that  St  Ghiyeoslom,  in  this  veiy 
passage,  speaks  of  Christ  as  the  Jehovah  of  (he  Old 
Testament :  be  thoo^t  it  bert  to  keep  the  true  neankig 
of  the  passage  out  of  sight;  and  far  Ibis  reasoD^  bi 
ohose  to  take  up  ihe  corrupt  «nd  senseless  leadkig  ef 
Hie  Heidelberg  edition^  (a  bad  copy  of  the  YeraDeN 
lexJt,  m  a  Tery  small  part  only,  csllatod  wMi  the  Pa- 
latin  and  Augustan  manuscripts,)  and  vejectiog  an  enes- 
dation  unattimoosly  xeceived  by  later  tedkors,  irhstoik 
Ae  pains  to  rectify  tiie  text  by  « lafboitMB  odhriion  if 
ffiasy  namisoripts ;  to  make  the  best  of  the  passage  it 
himself,  by  correcting  in  the  wrong  pkK:e :  thus  iadeed, 
we  have  a  lieautiful  specimen  of  an  anomit  Mm  eof- 
reeted  hy  an  Unitarian  ! 

14.  I  must  not  quit  <lie  subjoot  #f  these  quotatisMi 
ivithout  observing,  that  the  learned  nader,  in  tfau  M 
homily  of  St  Ghrysostom  upon  the  epistle  to  the  He- 
brews, will  find  St  Ohrysostom's  own  confutadon  cf 
the  proof,  which  Dr  Priestley  attempts  to  bring  fifM 
his  works ;  that  it  was  a  thing  known  and  admitted  ii 
his  time,  that  the  apostles  bad  been  silent  upon  the  sob- 
ject  of  our  Lord's  divinity ;  and  that  the  orthodoKi  to 
account  for  this  acknowledged  fact,  were  reduced  to 
the  necessity  of  supposing,  that  they  temporized.  Wbit 
the  silence  of  Ae  apostles,  upon  this  subject  was,  nay 
be  learned  from  the  epistle  to  the  Hebrews :  wiuit  8t 
Cbrysostom's  opinion  of  their  temporizing  caution  wa% 
may  be  learned  from  his  first  homily  upon  that  epiflUe  ^ 
whoever  reads  only  the  two  first  sections  of  that  honii- 
ly,  will  perceive,  that  the  prudence,  which  6t  Chrysos- 
torn  ascribes  to  the  apostles,  was  a  prudanee  ia  ^ 
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manner  of  preaching  mysterious  doctrines,  not  a  dis- 
honest caation  in  dissembling  difficulties  :  had  be  ascri- 
bed to  them  any  such  base  art^  the  epistle  to  the  He* 
brews  had  been  his  confutation  :  his  first  homily  on  that 
epistle,  is  the  confutation  of  those,  who,  in  ignorance, 
or  in  art,  would  ascribe  te  him  so  nnworihy  a  notion  of 
Hie  founders  of  our  faith. 
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CHAPTEB  SECOND. 

Ofihe  chuf^h  cf  JBJia^  or  Jerumdem^  after  Mmt.-^ 
^JUasheim^s  narration  confimui. — Chrisliaits  not  in-. 
duded  in  Mrian's  edicts  agaitut  the  Jew8.^Tke 
return  from  PeUoy  a  fact  affirmed  by  Epiphams.-- 
Orthodox  Hebrew  Chrietians  eariBting  in  (he  vM 
long  after  the  times  ofJMrian. 

THE  next  fact  that  cornea  in  qiiestioa,  is  the  ex- 
iatence  of  a  body  of  orthodox  Hebrew  ChristiaDa  it 
JenisaleDi,  after  the  final  dbperaion  of  the  Jews  bj 
Adrian. 

8.  In  the  seventh  of  my  letters  to  Dr  PriesQeyy  I 
stated  briefly^  what  I  take  to  be  the  tme  accooBt,  of 
the  changes  which  took  place  in  the  ecclesiastical  state 
of  Palestine^  apon  the  banishment  of  the  Jews  by  Adri- 
an. The  ecclesiastical  history  of  those  timesi  is  ^ 
very  general  and  imperfect^  that  whoever  attempts  to 
make  out  a  consistent  story^  from  the  ancient  writers 
which  are  come  down  to  us^  will  find  himself  andtf 
a  necessity^  of  helping  ont  their  broken  acconntS;  by  his 
own  conjectores.  In  the  general  view  of  the  transac* 
I  tions  of  that  time,  I  agree  almost  entirely  with  Mo« 

^  sheim ;  who,  in  my  judgment,  hath,  with  great  pene* 

%  tration,  drawn  forth  the  whole  tmth;  or  what  m^^ 

seem  to  ns  the  truth,  because  it  carries  the  highest  air 
of  probability^  from  the  obscure  hints,  which  the  histo" 


i 
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rian  Snlpititts  fiitnishes,  connected  wiA  other  hintSi^ 
wfaicb^  fhough  nnobsored  by  Dr  Priestley,  are  to  b« 
found  in  Other  writers  of  antiquity:  Dr  Priestley  speaki 
of  a  series  of  fitctSi^  and  of  many  circumstances,  which, 
he  says,  I  have  added  to  Mosheim's  account,  and  ^  musk 
know  that  I  added :''  if  Dr  Priestley  consulted  that 
part  of  Mosheim's  work,  Be  Rebus  Christiannrum  arM 
Constantinnm,  to  which  the  mai^n  of  my  letters  refer* 
red  him  (but  In  Mosheim,  as  in  Ghxitius,  it  is  likely  that 
he  turned  to  the  wrong  place),  if  he  opened  Mosheim  in 
fhe  place  to  which  I  referred^  ha  must  know,  that  I 
have  added  no  circumstance  to  Mosheim's  account ;  but 
such  as  every  one  must  add,  in  his  own  imag^natbu, 
who  admits  Mosheim's  representation  of  the  fact  in  its 
principal  parts :  he  must  know,  thitt  three  circumstancei 
in  particular,  which  he  is  pleased  to  mentioti  among  mg 
additions,  are  affirmed  hy  Mosheim :  the  conflux  rf  He^^ 
brew  Christians  to  iSlia ;  the  motive,  which  induced 
fhe  majority  to  ^ve  up  their  ancient  customs ;  namely, 
the  desire  of  sharing  in  the  privileges  of  the  JEliaot 
colony ;  and  the  retreat  of  thoge,  who  eould  not  bring 
themselves  to  give  their  ancient  customs  up,  to  remote 
corners  of  the  country .f  These  were  Mosheim's  as- 
sertions before  they  were  mine :  and  Dr  Priestley  either 
knows  this,  or,  pretending  to  separate  Mosheim's  Awa 
account  from  my  addltiotis,  he  hath  not  taken  the  troubld 
to  examine  what  is  mine,  and  what  is  Mosheim's. 

8.  It  may  seem,  however,  that  to  convict  my  adver* 
sary  of  the  crime  of  shameful  precipitance,  in  asserting 
what  he  hath  not  taken  the  pains  to  know ;  or  c^  the 


jm 
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vone  am^  of  asMrting  thecontraiy  dT  what  lieknewi} 
absolves  not  me  of  the  imputatioo,  that  I  have  related 
upon  the  aathority  of  Mosbeim^  what  Mosheim  related 
upon  nonQ  ;*  I  will  therefore  briefly  state,  the  priociplei 
which  determine  me,  to  abide  by  Mosheim's  accoant  of 
the  transactions  in  question*  I  take  for  granted,  iheo, 
these  things. 

L  A  church  of  Hebrew  Christians,  adhering  to  ibi 
observance  of  the  Mosaick  law,  subsisted  for  a  time  at 
JTemsalem,  and  for  some  time  at  Pella ;  from  the  begin- 
ning of  Christianity,  until  the  final  dispersion  of  the 
Jews  by  Adrian. 

II.  Upon  this  event,  a  Chrisfian  church  sroae  at 

idSlia. 

III.  The  ehurch  of  ^lia,  oflen^  but  improperly^ 

called  the  church  of  Jerusalem,  for  Jerusalem  was  ao 
more ;  the  church  of  iBlia  in  its  external  form,  thii 
is,  in  its  doctrines  and  its  discipline,  was  a  Greek 
church ;  and  it  was  governed  by  bishops  of  the  nncir- 
cumcision :  in  this,  my  adversary  and  I  are  agreed-* 
the  point  in  dispute  between  us  is,  of  what  membeis 
the  church  of  JElia  was  composed  :  he  says,  of  converti 
of  Gentile  extraction ;  I  say,  of  Hebrews ;  of  the  stfj 
•ame  persons,  in  the  greater  part,  who  were  memben 
of  H^  ancient  Hebrew  church,  at  the  time  when  the 
JeiH  were  subdued  by  Adrian.  For  again,  I  take  for 
granted, 

lY.  That  the  observation  of  the  Mosaick  law,  in  tie 
primitive  church  of  Jerusalem,  was  a  matter  of  mero 
habit  and  national  prejudice,  not  of  conscieDCS :  A 
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matter  of  coBflcience  it  coald  not  be ;  becaiue  the  decree 
of  the  apostolical  college^  and  the  writings  of  St  Paul^ 
must  have  put  every  trae  believer'i  conscience  at  ease 
ttpon  the  subject  St  Paul^  in  all  his  epistles^  niain^ 
tains  the  total  insigniAcance  ot  the  Mosaick  law^  dther 
for  Jew  or  Gentile,  after  Ghrist  had  made  the  great 
atonement ;  and  the  notion  that  St  Paul  could  be  mis* 
taken,  ia  a  point  which  is  the  principal  subject  of  a 
great  part  of  his  writings,  is  an  impieQr,  which  I  cannot 
impute  to  our  holy  brethren,  the  saints  of  the  primitive 
church  of  Jerusalem.*    Again,  I  take  for  granted^ 

y.  That  with  good  Christians)  such  as  I  believe  the 
Christians  of  the  prindtive  church  of  Jerusalem  to  have 
beea;  motives  of  worldly  interest,  which  wooM  not 
overcome  coascienee^  would  nevertheless^  overcome  mere 
habit 

VI.  That  the  desire  of  partaking  in  the  privileges  of 
the  iBlian  colony,  from  which  Jews  were  excluded ; 
would  accordii^ly,  he  a  motive  that  would  prevail  with 
the  Hebrew  Christians  of  Jerusalem,  and  other  parts  of 
Palestine,  to  divest  themselves  of  the  form  of  Judaism^ 
by  laying  aside  their  ancient  customs. 

4.  Br  Priestley  asks  me,  Where,  Sir,  do  you  find  in 
this  passage  (a  passagjs  of  Sulpitiua  Severua  which  hs 
cites)  any  promise  of  itmnunities  to  the  Jewish  Chris* 
tians,  if  they  would  forsake  the  law  of  their  fathers  ?'^t 
I^owhere,  1  confess,  in  this  passage  $  nor  in  any  ottier 
passage  of  Sulpitius ;  nor  in  any  passage  of  any  ancient,  I 


*  Bj  the  primithre  ehureh  of  Jeranlemy  I  memn  Ike  Hebrew  clmrqli,  before 
Adrian:  the  retreat  to  Pella  wai  temporaiy;  and,  I  am  incli&cd  to  tfamk  of 
^hort  dnratJOD ;  and  the  bUiop^  while  hQ  «i  ttiese^  w«s  itiil  called  the  Bfabqp  of 
Jcntadem. 

y  occens  MCtlent^  p*  4S* 
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may  add^  nor  of  any  nodem  wrUer^^at  ilM  qoeBtioDi 
Implies  a  false  and  fraudulent  representatien  of  my  ar- 
gument :  I  never  spake,  I  never  dreamedi  <rf  any  pro. 
nise  of  particutar  immonities  to  Jewish  Christiani 
iq>on  condition  tliat  they  renounced  the  Mosaick  law : 
I  spake  only  of  the  general  immunitiee  ef  the  Alian 
eolony,  of  wluch  Ghristiaiui  might,  and  Jews  nugjit  sot 

partake.* 

A.  Dr  Prioailey  alleges,  that,  '<the  hisloiisB  (Sol^ 
tfos)  says,  that  the  object  of  Adrian  was  to  everiiin 
Christianity  :'^t  but  whatever  the  emperor's  disUkeio 
Christianity  might  be,  there  is  little  prohaUUtj  that^ 
upon  this  occasion,  he  would  be  disposed  to  treat  Chitf- 
tiaqs  with  severity.  The  historian  Bolpitias  nowkn 
«ays,  that  the  emperor's  edicts  againat  the  Jews  extend- 
ed to  Christians;  and  the  historian  Orosius,  says  expiesi' 
]y,  that  to  Christians  they  extended  not  4  Was  Oiwu 
too  late  1^  writer  to  give  evidence  about  tiiess  trsnsac- 
tions  ?  The  historian  of  Corruptions  is,  1  beUev%  aom 


vn,  <  ' 


*  KotwitfaitMidiDg  the  expluwtioii  which  1  have  here  givra»  crwlntlM«i«> 
the  MTeolh  «f  ny  Otttri  m  Reply,  of  the  eseloMOn  of  Jew%  wd  of  Jewi  v^t 
from  the  privUegei  of  the  JBiaa  eolonf  $  Dr  Prieitley,  in  his  Third  hetlaat,^ 
the  aMuranee  Co  tell  me,  <•  You  say,  that  the  Jewa  were  allowed  to  rerouB  iotht 
pbee,  and  enjoy  the  prititefee  of  the  JEttan  eolony,  en  €9tMi^  of  tbdr  be* 
•oming  Ghriitiiiia:"  «a  if  I  bad  aieBtionfrd  this,  as  an  artiele  of  eepiuOaliflB^ 
tweeo  the  emperor  and  the  Jews  :->-I  conceive,  that  I  have  eipreiKd  my  bk*"' 
ittf  too  phda^  to  he  miMpprchended,  by  thow  who  ehoote  fo  ondenti"^ 
aentr  eoneeiTed*  I  have  nowhere  mid«  '■that  Adrian  waa  ao  well  diipoie^  tt 
ChriiGanity,  as  to  permit  the  Rebelfiooa  Jews  to  remain  m  Jenisalem,  oo  ooodiMB 
tf  their  emhraebg  It  :*  bat  I  sappose,  that  the  emperor  might  distiiifai^  ^ 
tveea  rebels  and  those  who  had  been  good  subjects.  The  Hebrew  ^'^^ 
had  taken  no  part  in  the  rebclUom  and  yet,  had  Ih^  not  dissacied  Ibe  h^ 
tites,  they  might  have  been  mistaken  for  Jews. 

f  Seeond  Letters^  p.  iS. 

t  '  prscepttqae  ne  eoi  Judso  introettndi  Ifieneolymam  esisl  lio«^"S 

ChristMOHB  tanliim  ehritate  perausi.   Oros.  HSu.  fib.  7.  eap.  xiii 
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centuries  later ;  His  means  of  information  therefore,  are 
fewer ;  and,  were  he  well  informed,  hb  precipitance  in 
assertion,  and  his  talent  of  accommodating  his  story  to 
his  opinions,  should  annihilate  the  credit  of  his  eyi- 
dence.  The  testimony  of  (Rosins,  however  inconsider* 
able,  might  of  itself  therefore  outweigh  Ae  opinion  ^ 
Sr  Priestley ;  if  a  feather  only,  in  the  one  scale,  be  mort 
than  a  counterpoise  for  a  notliing  in  the  other. 

0.  The  testimony  however,  of  Orosios^  is  not  without 
tome  indirect  eonflrmation  from  other  writers ;  and,  what 
is  neve,  from  its  consistency  with  other  circumstances  ia 
the  history  of  those  times,  with  which  the  assertioii  of 
BQlpitin%  that  Adrian  meant  to  wound  Christianity 
through  tibe  sides  of  Jndaismi  will  not  easily  acccNrdt 
ft  is  a  notorious  &ct,  that  Adrian  waa  not  un&vourablf 
to  the  Christians :  the  church,  in  his  reign,  obtained  a 
respite  from  persecution ;  the  foiy  of  its  persecutors  was 
leatiained,  by  the  imperial  rescripts  to  the  provincial 
governors ;  who  were  directed,  not  to  proceed  against 
the  Christians,  esioept  by  way  of  regular  trial,  upon  the 
allegation  of  some  certain  crime :  and  when  nothing 
nore  was  alleged  than  the  bare  name  of  Christianity, 
io  punish  the  informer  as  a  sycophant :  a  rescript  to  this 
effect,  addressed  to  Minucius  Fundanus,  proconsul  of 
Aria,  is  preserved  by  Justin  Martyr  in  bis  first  apology ; 
and  after  Justin,  by  Eusebius  in  his  history.*  (a)  This 
equitable  disporition  of  the  emperor  towsrds  the  Chris* 


*  Ifitt  Eed.  nb.  It.  c.  8,  9. 

(a)  Dr  Priestky,  in  the  feeond  of  bb  Third  Letten,  eontemls  that  diete 
KMripts  meant  votMng  BBore,  than  that  no  one  ahoold  be  poniihed  aa  a  Chria- 
liao,  until  he  waa  proved  to  be  aueh ;  bat  thu  bad  been  no  iadalgenoei  for  every 
Chriatian  might  have  been  proved  to  be  a  Chriatiaa,  bjr  hia  ova  confewaii:  the 
vritera  oC  the  timesy  boaH  of  thtie  meiiptt  u  iodQljenGMf 
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tfanfly  ii  ascribed  by  Eosebins  to  the  eloquent  apologiei 
of  Qaadratas  and  Aristides,  and  to  the  remoofitniDcee  of 
Berenias  Oranianus,  the  predecessor  of  Fandanas  in  the 
AstaUck  Proconsulate.*  When  the  Jewish  war  broke 
oot^  reasons  of  state^  immediately  took  placey  Which 
would  greatly  heighten  the  eflTect  of  any  impre86ion% 
preyiously  made  upon  the  emperor's  mind  by  the  plead- 
ings of  the  Christian  apologists^  and  the  intercessions  of 
what  friends  they  might  have  among  his  courtiers :  the 
Christians  of  Palestine  refused  to  take  any  psrt  in  the 
Jewish  rebellion ;  and  they  smarted  under  tiie  resent- 
ment of  BarcliodiebaS|  the  leader  of  the  insurgents :  the 
•arliest  testimony  now  extent  of  this  fact  is^  I  belieTC, 
that  of  Eusebius  in  his  chronicle  :t  but  the  known  in- 
pie^  of  Baithochebas;  which  renders  it  incredible  thai 
the  Christians  should  enlist  under  kis  banners^  soft- 
ciently  avouches  the  truth  of  the  chronologer's  assertion : 
the  thing  therefore^  in  itself^  is  highly  probable^  that  ths 
emperor  should  make  the  distinction  which,  Orosios 
says,  he  made  between  the  seditious  Jewaand  the  ham- 
less  Christians ;  who  had,  indeed,  been  suffimrs  by 
their  loyalty.  The  probability  is  still  increased,  by 
certain  circumstences  mentioned  by  historians,  wblck 
indicate  a  particular  antipathy  in  the  imperial  coort^  at 
this  time,  to  the  rites  of  Judaism ;  which  the  refirsctory 
manners  of  the  Jews  might  natoraUy  excite:  BpsrtiaD 
■ays,  that  a  prohibition  of  circumcision  was  one  of  the 
pretences  of  the  Jewish  rebellion :]:    Modestinos  the 


*  Hist  Eeel.  Kb.  it.  e.  S;  and  m  Chroo.  ftd.  mml  MMCXUI. 
t  Ad  aimam  MMCXLIX. 

t  MoTebftiit  ea  tempestate  et  Jadiu  Wnam»  quod  wtttontnr  miltSM»ga^M^ 
Sfartkm  in  Adriano* 
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lawyer,  as  he  is  cited  by  Gasiuinbon,  alleges  a  rescript 
of  AntoDinas,  granting  a  permission  to  the  Jews^  to  cir- 
cumcise their  own  children :  this  rescript  of  permission, 
as  it  plainly  implies,  that  the  practice  had  been  forbid, 
den  by  some  preceding  emperor,  in  some  measure  con- 
firms Spartian^s  relation :  all  these  circumstances  pnk 
together,  create,  as  the  thing  appears  to  me,  the  highest 
probability  of  the  truth  of  Orosius's  assertion :  that 
Christians  were  not  included  in  the  edicts  of  Adrian,  by 
which  the  Jews  were  banished  from  Jerusalem  ;  and, 
although  no  author  that  I  know  of,  beside  Orosius,  ex- 
pressly mentions  the  distinction ;  the  contrary,  that  tha 
Christians  were  included,  is  affirmed  by  bo  ancient 
writer :  the  distinction  indeed,  though  not  mentioned,  is 
clearly  implied  in  Spiphaoius's  assertion ;  that  the  He* 
brew  Christians,  after  Adrian's  settlement  of  the  ^liaii 
colony,  returned  from  Pella,  whither  they  had  retired 
from  the  distresses  of  the  war,  to  iElia ;  for  it  happens, 
that  this  fact,  of  which  Dr  Priestley  does  me  the  honour 
to  make  me  the  inventor,  is  asserted  by  Epiphanius : 
£piphamus,  having  related  that  Aquila,  the  same  per* 
•on,  who  afterwards  made  a  translation  of  the  scriptures 
of  the  Old  Testament  into  Greek,  was  employed  by 
Adrian,  as  overseer  of  the  works  at  i£lia,  proceeds  in 

these  words  :  i  r%vivf  Axvxoc^  \t9>yw  h  nfUptvoKn/iA^  uat  cfQV 
Tvp  fLPiinlctc  rw  fA0L9n%f  ror  curwKisf  avOnvJotf  n/  tsririj*  k«i 
rnijAUCL  utyaxot  i^yaCo/Atrvc  loffiof  xoi  ihKw  Sau^otlw  neat 
jof  VnOSTPE'FANTES'  AIIO  IIEAAH2  t»i^  SiJcotv^M^c  tiC 
Jifwahtifij  xcu  Itlcurxo/liC'  linxayctf  c/ufxxcr  n*  voKtc  aKifKwtcu 
iw  rmf  P»/K«ior,  «f oi;^fy/tica7i^8iro'ar  vVo  iyftM  frar7iC  •/  fioSfilau 
fn^afiifcu  afro  Tti€  ^0K%oCf  (Aihkwtit  iflvip  ciV«AXvc8oci'  iiriric 
481  fAftlatvoi  yiro/Airoi  okh^cuf  if  HtXKif  rt^  v f  oy  ty fa  ft  fiui/  w»ku 
M^fOi  Tw  IffSarv,  nr$f  U  XiKair$KWf  My%lat   drar  fiila  H 
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rw  ifVfiavif  Ufit^aKfifi  *EnANASTP£VANTE2«  »c  t^^y  vntim 
fAiyahcL  C9ri7<^w.  i  rotfvf  KnitKOL^^  x.  r  n.     Bpipha  D%  Pom 

et  Mens.  Whether  this  retain  of  the  Ohrbtiaua  dit- 
rasalem  from  Pella^  took  place  in  the  interval,  bttweea 
the  end  of  Titas'a  war  and  the  commencement  of  Adri- 
an%  or  after  the  end  of  Adrian's,  ie  a  matter  of  no 
importance :  it  is  snfDcient  for  my  porpose,  that  ttiM 
returned  Christians  were  residing  at  Jerusalem,  or  mon 
properly  at  iElia,  at  the  same  time  that  Aquila  was  re- 
siding there  as  overseer  of  the  emperor's  works :  let  not 
the  pnblick  therefore  be  abnsed  by  any  caviU,  whidi 
%norance  or  fraud  may  raise,  about  the  chronology  of 
the  return.*  To  this  assertion  of  Epiphanius^  Moshdoi) 


•  Or  PriMdejr.  la  the  tiM  of  hit  Third  Letter^  hai  (reitol  <Ui  MiiM^ 
of  Epiphaniaa  jatt  m  I  expected,  and  indeed  predieted :  he  fint  endefvmn  to 
cmbamM  the  arpunent  wtth  mmbc  ohronoiogical  diffiouhiet ;  and  Oiea  geli  lU' 
ft  in  hb  own  peenUar  manner,  bjr  naking  paative  t<*atiinny  labaiit  to  lii  •"* 
theory.  *«What  can  he  more  eTldent,''he  ajtb,  *'than  that  the  retan  cf  tbe 
Jewith  ChriiUant  fron  Bella,  mentUmed  m  tUt  pamye  by  EpiplianiQii  b  ^ 
retnrn  which  followed  the  dettruetion  of  JeTmaloni  hj  Titttt?*'  Be  It  kk  h^ 
granted  then,  that  tome  of  the  /ewiah  Christiani,  who  fled  Ui  Fdb  daricf  TmA 
war,  returned  to  Jeronlein  afterwards:  but  the  qaeationu,  not  at  whit  tine  the 
Jewish  Chriiliani,  whom  Aqoite  fonnd  at  JEOa,  had  returned  ihilher;  lat  * 
what  time  he  oonvened  with  them :  Epiphaniw  lays^  lia  oonvened  vifli  (iiesii 
the  time  that  he  was  superintendent  of  Adrian's  works  at  JElia :  at  dtft  tine 
therefolv,  there  were  Hebrew  Chriatbiu  •ettled  at  jfetia,  or  they  eookl  not  tbd 
haTc  conversed  with  AquBa.  I  maintain,  that  there  ii  no  rewoa  «•  befe««,  (M 
Che  Hebrew  ChristiaM  quietly  settled  at  JElia,  before  the  Jewish  rebeUioD,  ««(* 
included  In  Adrian^  edict  for  the  banishment  t£  tte  Yewt. 

But  Dr  Priestley  remarks  torther,  upon  the  aothori^  <C  Oi*fW  4m(  Aqcih^ 
translaUon  of  the  Old  Testament,  was  made  hi  the  11th  or  19th  jear  of  Adritf^ 
then,  since  that  traniladoo  was  naderCaken  In  conatSquebte  of  his  a^cslMgr,  uA  w 
aposta^  was  some  considerable  time  after  hia  oonTenhmt  Br  IHie^kf  iBfet% 
that  his  conTcrsion  <*was  probably  prior  to  the  ret^  of  Adrian;"*  and  i^  <^^ 
whole  itoiy  of  Ms  faitercourse  with  the  Jewish  Chriitialia  at  £b»  wliBe  he  «' 
residing  there  in  the  time  of  Adrian,  it  discredited. 

Perhaps,  to  assign  the  exact  year  of  Aqoihrf a  trandbthn,  would  profS  t  titk  " 
Mieii  iSficidtj  to  any  who  riMaU«Uimpl  li,  tfan  to  deMmlM  Aa'*/^^* 
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relaiiog  tfae  fact,  refers :  relatiDg  the  same  fact  to  Mo* 
sbeim,  I  referred*  to  the  veiy  pas^age^t  where  Dr 
Priestley^  had  he  knowQ  what  it  it  to  examine  author}, 
ties  before  he  pronounces  upon  theiUy  might  have  found 
the  reference  to  the  original  author :  the  confidence  with 
which  he  mentions  this^  as  a  fact  foiged  by  me^  is  only 
one  instance,  out  of  a  great  number^  of  his  own  shame* 
less  intrepidity  in  assertion. 

7-  But,  to  return  from  the  detection  of  Dr  Priestley's 
fictions,  to  the  historical  discussion.  It  may  seem,  that 
my  six  positions  go  no  further,  than  to  account  for  the 
disuse  of  the  Mosaick  law,  among  the  Christians  of 
Palestine,  upon  the  supposition  that  the  thing  took 
place ;  and  that  they  amount  not  to  a  proof^  that  a  church 
of  Hebrew  Gluristians,  not  adhering  to  the  rites  of  Juda* 
ism,  actually  existed  at  j9Bllia :  to  complete  the  proof 
therefore^  1  might  appeal  to  Epiphanius's  assertion,  ctf 
the  return  of  the  Christians  of  Jerusalem  from  Pella : 
but  I  will  rather  derive  the  proofs  from  a  fact  which  I 


wevk.  Bwi  the  lioar  oCthe  dMjr,  wheo  the  but  vord  of  that  work  VM  written :  the 
lc«nied  Ceve  bed,  m  far  at  1  know^  no  reason  for  fiziog  Aqoila's  translatioa  to 
Ote  11th  or  19th  of  Adrian ;  hat  that  Epiphanioa  layi,  that  in  the  ISth  year  oC 
Adriaoy "  Aqoila  fint  became  known :  hot  if  Epiphaniui  If  to  be  b^ lieTed^  Aqnilib 
£nt  beeame  known  bf  Adrian's  appointment  of  him  to  so  eoosiderable  an  offiee^ 
as  that  oTorerseer  of  the  pnblick  works  at  £lia.  This  was  bi  the  ISth  year  of 
,  Adrian :  hb  eonTeraoo  to  Christiani^  was  some  time  snbseqaent  to  that  apofail- 
ine«t;  hb  apostaey*  at  some  eoosiderable  distance  of  timey  sabse(|iient  to  his  cob* 
▼ersiooy  and  his  transition  of  the  Old  TesUment  sobseqnent  to  his  aposticy :  S9 
that,  the  time  of  that  translationy  eaa  be  no  otherwise  defined  than  thns ;  that  it 
etmdnly  waa  nol  earlier  than  the  18th  of  Adrian^  and  probably^  was  bter  h$ 
9a  intenral  of  many  years. 

My  argument  therefore  from  Epiphaniosy  stands  Its  ground,  and  the  eanttoa 
whieh  I  gafe  the  pabCek,  not  to  be  abused  by  cavils  whieh  might  be  raised  abon| 
the  chronology  of  the  retnm  from  Pella,  is  but  too  much  justified  by  the  etent. 

•  Letters  to  Dr  Priestley,  p.  61. 

t  1^  Babos  ChrutfauMmm  ante  Constanthinm.    Sibo.  IL  sco.  38,  note** 

4i 


.^02  REMARKS  UPOl)  PASTU. 

think  more  convincing  than  the  testimoDjref  E^pht- 
nias ;  a  fact,  by  wbicfa  that  testimony  is  itself  indeed 
'  confirmed.    I  aflirm  then, 

VII.  That  a  body  of  orthodox  Ohristiatts  of  tk 
Hebrews,  were  actually  existing  in  the  woiM,  niidi 
later  than  ia  the  time  of  Adrian. 
'    8.  The  testimoay  of  Origen  I  hold  too  cheap,  to  ftnil 
myself  of  his  triple  division  oi  the  Hebrew  ObristiaBS, 
to  prove  the  existence  of  the  orttodox  set,  in  his  tine; 
it  must  be  observed,  however,  tbat^  were  bis  evidence 
at  all  admissible,  his  distinction  would  be  soaiewliit& 
stronger  proof  for  me,  than  his  general  asser&m,  tf 
which  the  generality  is  discredited  by  the  disttnctioD 
afterwards  alleged,  can  be  allowed  to  be  ibr  ny  ib<i- 
^nist    But  1  give  him  Origen.    I  will  rest  the  credit 
'ef  my  seventh  position,  upon  the  mention  which  oocoi 
4tt  8t  Jerome^s  commentary  upon  Isaiah,  ef  Hebiew 
lielieving  in  Ohrist  as  distinct  fhem  flie  Najsaienei :  S( 
Jerome  relates  two  diffsrent  expositions  of  the  propk- 
cy^  concerning  Zabnlon  and  NaphtaU,  delivered  in  the 
banning  of  the  ninth  chapter  of  Isaiah ;  of  wbicb  ex- 
positions he  ascribes  the  one  to  the  MBbrewB  Mi^v^ 
in  Christ ;  the  other,  to  the  Mixarenes — the  chapter 
given  of  these  Hebrews,  that  <^  they  believed  in  ChiWy" 
'without  any  thing  to  distinguish  their  belief  fton  ^ 
*common  belief  of  the  church,  without  any  note  of  ih 
error  or  imperfoction,  is  a  plain  character  of  complete 
orthodoxy :  for  it  was  ndther  the  disposition  of  St  Je- 
rome, nor  the  fkshion  of  his  age,  to  miss  any  opporio- 
nity  of  proclaiming  the  vices  of  those,  who  were  deemed 
liereticks ;  unless  upon  occasions,  when  some  iheiorical 
purpose  might  be  answered  by  concealing  them ;  bat  no 
rhetorical  purpose  was  to  be  answered,  in  these  aotes 
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upoQ  Isaiah,  by  a  concealineDt  of  any  error,  that  had 
been  jaatly  to  be  imputed  to  these  Hebrews ;  nor  was 
St  Jerome  at  all  concerned  to  matntain  the  particular 
•xposUion  which  he  ascribes  to  thmi :  he  had  therefore 
no  indacement  to  conceal  their  eRor»<-*bot  he  taxet  them 
with  none :  he  had  thorelbre  no  harm  to  say  «rf  thm : 
tiiqr  wese  orthodox  believers;  and  the  distinction  of  then 
from  ^  Nazarenes,  made  by  St  JeromSf  is  a  plain  psroef 
tliat  they  were  not  observers  of  the  Mosaick  law :  for  sjir 
though  the  Mosaick  law  was  observed,  in  tlie  orthodon 
chnrdh  nf  Jemsslem,  until  the  time  of  the  suppression  of 
ibe  Jewish  refaeUiott  by  Adrian;  it  was  after  Us  time,  by 
my  adversaiy's  own  confession,  confined  to  the  Naxai^ 
Moes  and  the  BUonites :  if  then  the  Hebrews  believing 
in  Ghrsit,  obserred  not  the  Mosaick  law  in  the  time  of 
8t  Jeranrt,  since  the  Mosaick  law  had  been  observed 
by  tlie  ibit  race  of  believing  Hebrews  ^  it  follows,  that 
ihe  practice  of  the  Hebrew  congregations  had  undei^onn 
a  change,  at  some  time  before  the  age  of  Bt  Jerome. 
Sr  Priestley  says,  that  great  bodies  of  men  change  not 
their  opinions  soon :  I  say,  tliey  never  change  their  old 
cnstoau  and  inveterate  habits,  but  from  some  powerful 
motive :  now,  in  what  period  of  ihe  history  of  tlie  church, 
nhall  we  find  a  posture  of  afbirs,  so  likely  to  induce  the 
Hebrew  Christians  to  forsake  the  Mosaick  law,  as  that 
whrch  obtained  in  Palestine,. upon  the  final  dispersion 
of  the  Jews  by  Adrian?  If  the  orthodox  Christians  of 
the  Hebrews,  actually  existing  somewhere  in  the  world, 
firom  the  reign  of  Adrian  to  the  days  of  St  Jerome, 
were  not  members  of  the  church  of  ^lia,  divelling  at 
JSlia,  and  in  the  adjacent  parts  of  Palestine,  Dr  Priest- 
ley,  if  he  be  so  pleased,  may  seek  their  settlement :  it 
i»  no  small  diiBculty  upon  my  adversary's  side^  that  lie 
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can  neither  tell  '^  what  became  of  the  Christian  Jews," 
upon  bii  mpposition^  that  with  the  unbelieYiag  Jews 
they  ^^  were  driven  out  of  Jerasalem  by  Adrian  ;^*  Dor, 
ftom  what  quarter  the  Greek  church  of  JBlia  wm  for* 
Bished  with  its  members, 

9.  Upon  these  foundations,  which  a  stranger  am 
than  Dr  Priestley's  shall  not  be  able  to  tear  up^  standi 
^^  the  church  of  orthodox  Jewish  Christians  at  JeniM* 
lem  :''f  to  which  the  assertors  of  the  catholick  faith  will 
not  scruple  to  appeal,  in  proof  of  the  antiquity  of  Ihdr 
doctrine,  whatever  oflbnce  the  very  mention  of  the  or- 
thodox church  of  Jerusalem,  may  give  to  the  enraged 

hnresiarch.! 

10.  He  asks  me,  what  evidence  I  can  bring  that  tUi 
church,  even  before  the  time  of  Adrian,  was  Trinitari- 
an :  I  brought  evidence  in  my  letters,!  which  he  halb 
not  been  able  to  refute :  upon  his  own  prindplea^  the 
acknowledgment  of  theur  orthodoxy  in  later  times^  by 
writers  who  would  have  acknowledged  no  orthodoxy  d 
any  Unitarian  sect,  might  be  a  sufficient  evidence  of 
their  earliest  orthodoxy :  the  evidence  which  I  iut^ 
brought,  is  nothing  less  than  an  atleetation  of  a  member 
of  this  earliest  Hebrew  church,  to  the  belief  of  lmst% 
and  his  Hebrew  brethren,  in  our  Lord's  divinify.  Bai 
^'  If  they  were  Nazareues,  (says  Dr  Priestley,)  Epi- 
plmnius  represents   them   as   Unitarian,  when  Jobs 


*  M  What  beeame  of  the  Ghriniao  Jews  who  were  drifen  oot  of  JeiwtkB  ^ 
Adrian,  docs  not  appear."    Seeond  Letten^  &e.  p.  45. 

t  MTbitt  ends  tbb  ehureh  of  orthodox  Jewish  Chrittlant  at  JeroMlem,  !»- 
Seeond  Letten,  p.  44. 

i**-^l  hope,  (idp9pvim  curat  BciiieetJ  I  hope,  howerer,  we  ohall  hev 
DO  more  of  them  as  ao  evidenee  of  the  anti^uitjr  .of  the  TrimtariM  doccriat* 
Seeood  Letters,  p.  45. 

II  See  partieolsriy  Letler  VIIL 
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^rote*'^*  I  have  said^  and  I  will  never  cease  to  say, 
that  Epiphanius's  representation  jastifies  no  such  opin* 
ion:  bat  what  is  Epiphanius's  account  of  the  Naza* 
renes^  or^  what  is  any  account  of  the  Nazarenes  to  the 
pnrpose^  (f  the  Hebrews  of  the  chnrch  of  Jerusalem  were 
no  Nazarenes  ?  With  St  Jerome^  the  Hebrews  believing 
in  Chrbty  and  the  Nazarenes,  are  different  people. 

N.  B.  Dr  Priestley's  objections  to  the  evidence 
'brought  from  St  Jerome,  in  proof  of  my  seventh  po- 
sition, which  be  hath  advanced  in  the  fourth  of  his 
Third  Letters,  are  answered  in  the  sixth  of  the  Sup- 
plemental  Disquisitions* 


*  Second  Letten,  p.  45. 
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CHAPTER  THIRD. 

Clfthe  Hebrew  church,  and  Us  seets^ 

IT  ranst  strike  the  learned  reader,  that  the  Naza- 
renes  mentioned  by  St  Jerome^  in  (he  passage  to  whicli 
I  now  refer^  of  bis  annotations  on  Isaiah ;  must  have 
been  a  different  people  from  tbose^  mentioned  by  him 
with  SQch  contempt  in  his  epistle  to  St  Austin,  and  de* 
scribed  by  Epiphanius.  The  Nazarenes^  here  men- 
tioned by  St  Jerome^  held  the  scribes  and  phaiisees  in 
detestation ;  their  traditions  in  contempt ;  and  the  apostle 
St  Paul  in  high  veneration  :*  and  yet  these  Nazarenes^ 
of  the  best  sort,  were  still  a  distinct  set  of  people  from 
the  Hebrews  believing  in  Christ ;  that  is,  from  the  or- 
thodox church  of  Jerusalem,  divested,  in  consequence  of 
Adrian's  edicts  against  the  Jews,  of  what,  until  the 
time  of  those  edicts,  it  had  retained  of  the  exterior  form 
of  Judaism.  These  remarks  lead,  I  think,  to  a  more 
distinct  notion  of  the  different  sects  of  Hebrews,  pro- 
fessing the  Christian  religion,  than  I  have  met  with  in 
writers  of  ecclesiastical  antiquity ;  a  much  more  distinct 
one,  I  confess,  than  I  had  myself  formed,  when  I  deli- 
vered the  Charge  to  the  clergy  of  my  archdeaconry, 
which  gave  the  beginning  to  this  controversy ;  a  notion 
however,  perfectly  consistent  with  every  thing  which  1 


«Mi 


•  See  Sc  Jerome  ib  U.  Ix.  1^  %3«et  tiii.  l^  1»— ^i. 


then  maintained ;  and  tending  to  establish  the  points,  in 
which  I  differ  from  Dr  Priestley :  as  the  qaestion  aboat 
the  Hebrew  sects  is  of  great  importance,  I  shall  here 
briefly  state  the  sum  of  what  I  have  found  concerning 
them  in  ancient  writers,  and  then  propoand  my  own 
conclusions. 

S*  The  Nazarenes  are  not  mentioned  by  Irensus : 
Irensns  says  of  the  Ebionites,*  that  they  acknowledged 
God  for  the  maker  of  the  world ; — that  they  resembled 
not  Gerinthus  or  Carpocrates,  in  their  opinions  about 
Christ ; — ^that  they  used  only  the  Gospel  by  Bt  Mat* 
thew; — were  over  curious  in  the  exposition  of  the 
prophets ; — disowned  the  apostle  Paul,  calling  him  an 
apostate  ftrom  the  law ;-— circumcised,  and  retained  the 
Jewish  lawb  and  Jewish  customs.  This  description  of 
the  Bbionites  occurs,  in  that  part  of  the  great  work  of 
Irensos,  which  is  extant  only  in  a  barbarous  Latin  trans* 
lation :  in  the  passage  which  relates  to  their  opinions 
about  Christ,  Gotelerius  suspects  a  corruption ;  and  for 
mm  mmilitefj  he  would  read  eonsimiliter ;  supposing 
that  IretiAUs  must  have  aArmed^  that  he  could  not  deny, 
tibeir  resemblance  of  Cerinthus  and  Carpocrates  in  that 
article ;  and  this  indeed  is  agreeable,  as  will  appear,  to 
tiie  descriptions  given  of  the  Ebionites  by  other  writers. 

>•  IreuJEus  in  another  place  insinuates,  that  for 
vba,  in  the  Eucharist,  the  Ebionites  substituted  pure 
water.f 

4k  Tertnllian  says,  that  Ebion  made  Jesus  a  mere 
man,  of  the  seed  of  David  only,  that  is,  not  also  the 
Son  of  Gkid ;  in  some  respect^  higher  in  glory  than  the 


m  f  ^      '  »■ 


*  IrenMM,  lib.  i.  c  SG. 
t  Ibid.  lib.  T.  e.  S. 
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prophets  :^  io  another  place  f  lie  snjB,  that  EbioD  was 
the  successor  of  Ceriotbus ;  not  agreeing  with  him  in 
every  particular*  inasmuch  as  he  allowed  that  the  world 
was  made  by  God,  not  by  angels :  that,  as  a  conse^ 
quence  of  Christ's  mere  humanity^  he  maintaiQed  the 
lasting  obligation  of  the  Mosaick  law ;  because  it  19 
written^  that  the  disciple  is  not  above  the  master,  nor 
the  servant  above  his  lord:  Tertullian  says  nothini; 
expressly,  about  the  agreement,  or  disagreement  of 
£bion  and  Cerinthus,  in  their  notions  of  Christ ;  but 
the  impiety  of  maintuning  that  he  was  a  mere  man,  the 
aon  of  Joseph,  he  ascribes  to  Carpocrates  and  Cerinthas 
as  well  as  Ebion ;  which  renders  the  emendation,  pro- 
posed  by  Cotelerius,  in  the  Latin  version  of  Irenaeus, 
eonsimiliter  for  non  similiter y  veiy  probable :  especially, 
as  a  further  agreement  of  the  Bbionites  and  Onoslicks, 
in  their  notions  about  Christ,  is  maintained  by  other 
writers.  Tertullian  again,  in  another  place,  having 
mentioned  ^^  that  St  Paul,  writing  to  the  Oalatians,  in^ 
veighs  against  the  observers  and  defenders,  of  circnnci* 
•ion  and  the  law,"  adds,  *^  this  was  Ebion's  herei^  :J^X 
this,  however,  is  no  argument  that  Ebion  lived .  iglieqt 
that  episUe  was  written ;  Tertullian  means  only  to  rt* 
mark,  that  Ebion's  tenets,  in  this  article,  were  dearly 
confuted  by  8t  Paul's  writings*  In  the  same  pl«c9,.  he 
mentions  the  denial  of  the  resurrection  of  the  bod j,  by 
Marcion,  Apelles,  and  Yalentinus,  as  an  error  reproved 
in  St  Paul's  first  epistle  to  the  Corinthians :  but  no  one, 
I  imagine,  would  thence  conclude,  that  Marcion,  Apel- 
les, and  Yalentinus,  were  contemporaries  of  the  apoatle. 


Ai«MWi 
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9.  Orfgtn^  in  tiie  second  book  against  Celsas^  seems 
io  comprehend  the  whole  body  of  the  Hebrew  Chris* 
tians  under  the  name  of  Ebionites ;  and  affirms^  that  they 
Adhered  to  the  law  of  their  fathers  :*  but  in  another 
place,  where  he  professes  to  describe  the  Ghristianity  of 
tile  Hebrews  with  the  greatest  accnraey,  he  divides  th« 
whole  body  into  three  sects :  the  first,  like  other  Ghris^- 
lians,  entirely  discarded  the  Mosaick  law ;  the  second^ 
retained  the  observation  of  the  law  in  the  letter  of  th4 
precept,  admitting  however  the  same  spiritaal  exposi* 
tion*  of  it,  which  were  set  np  by  those  who  discarded 
it ;  the  third  sort,  not  only  observed  the  law  according 
Co  the  letter,  bnt  rejected  all  spiritual  expositions  di 

at 

6.  Euselitns  divides  the  Ebionites  into  two  sorts^ 
both  denying  our  Lord's  divinity ;  but  the  better  sor^ 
believing  the  miraculous  conception :%  both  rejected  the 
•pisfles  of  8t  Paul,  whom  they  called  an  apostate  from 
the  law :  they  used  the  Oospel  according  to  the  He* 
trewBf  and  held  the  canonical  gospels  in  little  esteem : 
Ihey  kept  both  the  Jewish  Sabbath  and  the  Ghristiaii 
Sunday*  Origen  and  Busebins,  like  lren»us^  mention 
mot  the  Nazarenes  by  name. 

7*  Bt  Jerome,  in  his  commentary  upon  Isaiah,  men^ 
lions  Hebrews  believing  in  Christ  ;||  and,  as  a  distinct 
Mt  of  people  from  these  believing  Hebrews,  he  men- 
tions Nazarenes  who  observed  the  law,§  but  despised 
the  traditions  of  the  Pharisees,  thought  highly  of  St 
Paul,^  and  held  the  doctrine  of  our  Lord's  divinity : 
fiHT,  by  an  exposition  of  Isaiah  viiL  18, 14,  which  St 


•  C&»traCeU.Ub.  iLiM.1.  f^M*^-  t  Rlit  £«•.  fib.  ifi.  e.  87. 

|)InIi.ix.l,S,d.  f  Ibid,  and  ^14»  19*41.         ^  UAL 
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Jerome  ftscribes  to  them^  it  appears  that  thej  ackaow* 
ledged  in  Christ  the  nTNas  nin^  [the  Lord  God  of  hoiti] 
of  the  Old  Testameat  In  hit  epistle  to  St  AQgnsiiiiy* 
^St  Jerome  describes  Nazarenes  of  another  sort,  ^*  wiw 
believed  in  Christ  the  Son  of  God,  bom  of  the  Yiisiii 
Marjy  in  whom  the  orthodox  believe ;"  bnt  were,  bc 
vertheless,  so  bigotted  to  the  Mosakk  law,  that  (key 
were  rather  to  be  considered  as  a  Jewish  sect  thia  % 
Christian.  In  the  same  place,  he  speaks  of  the  Ebion^ 
ites  as  a  sect  anathemadzed  for  their  JaddsBi  ml 
falsely  pretending  to  be  Christians ;  and  in  his  oomMi- 
tary  upon  St  Matthew  xii.  he  says,  they  acknowledge 
not  St  Paul's  apostdical  commission. 

8.  Epiphanins  describes  the  sect  of  the  Nasaieotfr 
^8  a  sect  of  people  hardly  to  be  distii^idshed  fnv 
Jews ;  he  expresses  a  donbt,  whether  they  scknov* 
ledged  our  Lord's  divinity :  but  the  terms  in  which  bis 
doubt  is  expressed,  argue  that  it  was  grDondle88.t  He 
describes  the  Ebionites  as  resembling  tlie  SamsiiUtf^ 
rather  than  the  Jews ; — as  maintaining  that  Jesos  wii 
the  son  of  Mary,  by  her  husband  ;--^at  the  GbriA 
descending  from  heaven  in  the  figure  of  a  dove,  eolend 
into  Jesus  at  his  baptism.  He  says,  that  the  Nazsieofli 
and  the  Bbiooites,  had  each  a  HcJbrew  gospel,  (tbB  oolj 
one  which  they  received,)  which  they  called  the  goipd 
by  St  Matthew ; — that  the  copies  received  by  the  two 
secto  were  different :  compued  with  the  true  p»V^ 
by  St  Matthew,  which  the  church  receives,  the  Sbi^ 
B»an  copy  was  the  least  entire,  and  the  most  corropt: 
he  speaks  of  the  Ebionites,  as  a  sect  wliich  branched 


*  Hienw,  Op.  torn,  il  1 341.  A.  edit.  Frobeii^ 

t  Charge  to  tlie  clergf  of  the  ArchdcMonrf  of  St  Albia'a.    i.  «••  iO,  il- 


^ARTJt     '  SECOND  LETTEBS.  ^ff^ 

eff  from  the  Nazarenes^  and  appeared  not  till  after  the 
destniction  of  Jerosalem.* 

9.  From  the  testifflony  of  an  ancient  writer^  eked  by 
iEosebius^  it  appears^  that  one  Theodotns^  a  native  of 
Byzantuim,  a  tanner  by  farade^  at  the  vety  end  of  the 
Mcond  centory^  wa»  the  first  who  taaght  the  mere  hii^ 
manity  of  Ghrisit  He  preached  at  Borne.  His  doo 
trine  was  an  extension  of  the  impiety  of  the  first  Ebi« 
onites:  for^  with  them,  the  humanity  of  Ghrist^  was 
over  at  his  baptism4    He  was  then  deified ;  or^  at 

-leasts  exalted  above  humanity^  by  the  illapse  of  the 
Christ 

10.  Now^  from  all  this^  I  seem  to  gather^  that  after 
the  destmction  of  Jemsalem^  the  Hebrew  churchy  if 
under  fliat  name  we  may  comprehend  the  sects  which 
separated  from  it^  was  divided  into*  five  different  sets  of 
people. 

L  St  Jerome's  Hebrews  believing  in  Christ :  these 
were  orthodox  Christians  of  Hebrew  ^ictraction^  who 
had  laid  aside  the  use  of  the-  Mosaick  law. — ^They  are 
ihe  same  with  the  fint  set^  in  Origen's  thfeefold  division 
0f  the  Hebrew  0faristian9. 

n.  Nazarenes  of  the  better  sort^  orthodox  in  their 
creed^  though  retaining  the  use  of  the  Mosaick  law : 
as  they  were  admirers  of  St  Paul,  they  could  not  es- 
teem the  law^  generally  necessary  to  salvation.  If 
these  people  were  all  heretical,  I  should  guess  that  it 
was  in  this  single  pointy  that  they  received  the  gospel  of 
the  Nazarenes,  instead  of  the  canonical  gospels. 


.a«r«H^i 


*  Epiph.  Hsr.  SO. 

f  Hist  Eqo.  lib.  V.  e.  88. 

\  8e^  BBore  upon  ibi^poiiiti  la  Mr  Howet't  lermoii. 


1^  |EB»IAil|aiimW  WMfVU. 

IIL  IN^ttimatciravoiMior^biciittedtoilieJewi^ 
law,  bat  still  orlhodox,  fw  any  tiung  that  appears  te 
ibe  coDtraiy  in  tbdr  creed :  these  were  the  proper  Na- 
terenes,  described  under  that  name  by  Ep9bama%  and 
by  St  Jerome  in  his  epistle  to  St  Awtin,  These  two 
tectSy  the  better  and  the  worse  sort  of  Nagarenefly  make 
ibe  middle  set  in  Origen's  threefold  divisioa. 
.  IV •  Ebionites  denying  onr  Lord's  divinity^  bi^  oA- 
sitting  the  fact  of  the  miraeoloas  conception. 

y.  Ebionites  of  a  worse  sort^  denyh^  the  miiacukiit 
oonoeption^  but  still  maintaining  an  union  of  Jeane  with 
a  divine  beings  which  commenced  upon  his  baptias^ 
These  two  seeisi  the  better  and  the  worst  soit  of  Ebioii* 
itesy  make  the  last  set  in  Qrigen's  ttirsefold  diviaioiu 

<i«  Thus  we  And  a  legokry  and  noumiatQial  giadi^ 
tion^  from  the  cfftbodosL  Hebrew  Ckrirtiea  to  tiie  bb» 
pheming  Ebionite.  It  sppearsy  however,  that  the  ias- 
pious  degradation  of  the  Badeemet'a  uatne,  tbiyugjh  it 
look  its  rise  among  the  Hebiew  seots^  waa  not  canied 
to  its  height  among  them :  a  sect  of  propw  Unitarian^ 
bolding  the  perpetual  undeifted  humanity  of  the  SavioiVi 
made  its  first  appearance  at  ]9«me»  and  boasted  Cor  iti 
founder,  Theodotus,  ttie  apostate  teanar  of  Byaantinsiy 
if,  indeedf  it  was  not  the  growth  of  stiU  later  timei^ 
which  seems  to  be  the  opiiuiou  of  the  leaned  Mr 
Howes,  to  whose  judgment  I  am  incUned  to  pay  great 
legpupd.  These  two  points,  however,  seem  certain :  that 
ibe  Nazarenes,  even  of  the  best  sort,  were  a  different 
people  from  the  Hebrew  brethren  of  the  ortiiodox  church 
of  Jerusalem ;  and  that  the  Nazarenes,  even  of  the  wont 
sort,  were  believers  in  the  divinity  of  our  Lord.  In  what 
extent  they  believed  it,  may,  perhaps,  seem  to  some  a 
question  in  some  degree  still  open  to  discussion :  at  pre* 


PABV  Ml  6BC0ND  LETTERS.  g^ 

sent,  I  see  no  reason  to  lecede  ffom  the  opinran,  whicb^ 
with  great  aothwities  upon  myeide^  I  have  hitherto 
maintained^  of  their  entire  orthodoxy  upon  that  article; 
if^  npon  that  particular  point,  I  should,  at  any  time 
hereafter,  see  cause  to  think  myself  mistaken^  my  con- 
vietian  is  not  likely  to  come  from  Dr  Priestley,  but  from 
a  TSiy  different  quarter :  Mr  Howes's  9th  number  is 
just  fidlen  into  my  hands ;  that  learned  writer,  I  per- 
ceive, thinks  that  it  was  but  a  subordinate  divinity, 
which  the .  Nazarenes  acknowledge  in  our  I^wd ;  for 
his  opinion^  I  feel  all  the  deference  which  one  scholar 
owes  to  the  sentiments  of  another ;  but  not  without  the 
strongest  prepossessions^  I  confioss,  at  piwwi^  in  &vour 
of  my  own. 
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CHAPTER  FOUBTHi 


Cf^  iedine  of  CaMnism.^^  CtmveiUidem. 

I  NOW  pass  to  the  third  fact,  which  I  haye  taken 
upon  me  to  establish :  the  decline  of  Galvimsm,  amount- 
ing almost  to  a  total  extinction  of  it,  among  oar  English 
dissenters,  who^  no  long  time  since,  were  generally  Gat- 
vinists. 

2.  This  fact  is  of  no  great  importance  in  onr  contro- 
versy ;  as  it  is  bat  very  remotely  connected  with  the 
qaestion,  aboat  the  opinions  ii  the  first  ages.    The  ra^ 
pid  decline  of  GalTinism  here  in  England,  was  alleged 
by  me  as  an  instance,  in  which  Dr  Priestley'B  Iheanmf 
aboat  the  rate  of  velocity,  with  which  the  opinions  of 
great  bodies  of  men  change ;  woald  lead,  in  the  practi- 
eal  application  of  it,  to  very  erroneous  conclasione.    If 
my  instance  was  ill-chosen,  it  will  not  immediately  be  a 
consequence,  that  Dr  Friestley^s  theorem  is  a  false 
principle  for  the  reformation  of  the  history  of  the  primi. 
tive  church,  in  defiance  of  the  testimony  of  the  earliest 
writers  extant    It  would  give  me  great  pleasure  to  find 
myself  in  an  error  with  respect  to  this  fact ;  and  to  see 
reason  to  believe  Dr  Priestley,  in  his  assertion,  that  the 
great  body  of  our  dissenters  at  thb  day  are  Calvinists. 
So  many  Calvinists  a^fire  among  them,  so  many 
friends  there  are  to  the  Catholick  faith  in  all  its  eesen- 
branches ;  for  the  peculiarities  of  GaMnism,  affedt 


not  the  essenfialt  of  Christianity :  but  I  am  sorry  to 
say,  that  I  must  still  believe,  that  the  genuine  GalTinists 
among  onr  modern  dissenters,  are  very  few ;  unless,  in 
a  matt^,  which  hath  so  lately  fallen  under  the  cogni- 
zance of  the  British  legislature,  I  could  allow  Dr  Priest- 
ley's assertion,  to  outweigh  the  plain  testimony  of  facts 
of  poblick  notoriety. 

8.  If  the  peat  body  of  the  dissenters  are,  at  this  day, 
Calvinists ;  upon  what  pretence  was  it,  that  the  dissent- 
ing ministers,  who,  in  the  years  177S  and  1773)  peti« 
tioned  Parliament  to  be  released  from  the  subscriptions, 
to  which  they  were  held  by  the  ist  of  William  and 
IMlaiy,  arrogated  to  themselves  the  titie,  of  the  Genehal 
BoDT  of  dissenting  ministers,  of  the  three  denominations 
In  and  about  London  ?  No  true  Galvinist  could  concur 
in  that  petition.  For,  although  I  cannot  admit,  that  the 
articles  of  our  church,  in  the  doctrinal  part,  affirm  the 
strict  tenets  of  Calvinism ;  yet  they  are  in  this  part, 
what,  as  I  conceive*  no  true  Calvinist  would  scruple  to 
subscribe ;  and,  with  respect  to  the  great  doctrines  of 
the  Trinity,  the  Incarnation,  Justification,  and  Grace, 
overy  genuine  Calvinist,  would  start  at  the  very  thought 
of  htjsiDg  supposed,  even  tacitly  to  concur  in  a  request, 
to  be  released  from  a  confession  of  his  faith  :  for  none 
better  understands,  than  the  genuine  Calvinist,  the  force 
of  that  sacred  maxim,  *^  with  the  heart  man  believeth 
unto  righteoBsness,  and  with  the  mouth  confession  is 
jnade  unto  salvation/'  Would  Dr  Priestley  insinuate, 
that  his  brethren  of  the  Rational  dissent,  approached 
the  august  assembly  of  the  British  Parliament,  with  a 
petition  founded  upon  false  pretensions  ?  Will  he  say, 
that  they  were,  in  fact,  the  minority  of  the  body,  pf 
they  called  themselves  the  generality  ?  Will  he 


1^  ttttAsn  xmM  PJtA't  u. 

§Mjf  tbftt  tiie  TfaiftMD,*  wIh>  fai  ibe  UMfing  of  tlie  Ge- 
aeral  Body  at  the  lAhwrjf  in  Red-croM  StiMt^  on 
Wednesday,  December  the  SSd,  ITTS^  divided  a^net 
the  vote  for  an  application  to  PafUament  to  remove  the 
restraints,  which  the  wisdom  ^  oor  farefatfaers,  by  the 
Act  of  Toleration^  had  imposed^  were  the  r^resenfa- 
tives  of  a  more  numerous  body,  than  the  Fifty-live  who 
g^ve  their  suAra|;eB  for  tlie  motion  :f  who  at  a  sabse- 
qoeot  meeting,  snflEend  not  the  protest  of  the  thirteen 
orthodox  ministers,  to  be  recorded  in  tiie  minutes  of  the 
business  of  the  day ;  and  with  dilBculty  pwuHtted  flieir 
reasons  to  be  read  ?|  A  proceeding,  by  the  way,  which 
clearly  shows,  how  cordially  these  pretended  firfends  of 
general  toleration,  would  delight,  were  they  in  power, 
to  tolerate  opinions  which  might  dUfer  from  flioir  own ; 
and  evinces  the  propriety  of  the  prayer,  which  a  aense 
of  such  wrongs,  drew  from  a  member  of  tiie  orthodox 
minority,  ^<  From  the  power  of  such  pretenders  to  nape- 
fior  reason^  may  Qod  and  Thb  British  Gk>VEunRirr 
ever  defend  the  orthodox  dissenters/^N  TlMee  thsr« 
teen,  spake  only  the  sentiments  of  every  Calvioisly  when 
they  said,  <<  We  believe  the  doctrines  of  the  articles  to 
be  both  true  and  important :  We  daire  not  therefen  om« 
sent,  to  be  held  up  to  view  as  those,  who  indulge  any 
doubts  respectinfi  their  truth,  or  at  all  hesitata  about 


•  See  ft  pamphlet  entitled,  «« A  Cotteelkm  of  Ibe  mf&td  VtfV^ 
tiie  AppliefttkNi  made  to  Parliament,  in  1772  and  1773,  by  some  of  the  Pkolei- 
tant  Dinenten,  for  BeHef  in  the  matter  of  Sobteription,  ko."  LoodoB,  r^Blttf 
Ar  J.  WMlue,  No.  71,  St  Paul't  Church-TanL  MOOCLXSIU. 

f  See  WUkie'a  CoUeetioo,  No.  IIL 

t  IbU.  No.  IL 

II  See  «Candki  ThoQghta  on  the  tale  AppBoatitfi  of  «me  PMmlattl  dfaMtttioff 
miniiten,  ke.  By  an  Orthodox  diMeoter."  liondoDy  prinied  ftr  W.  Golinill^ 
No.  90,  PatenKMUr*Bov,  177i^ 


tbeir  importance.  We  consider  fliem  ag  the  basig  of 
oar  hope^  the  soaite  of  onr  comfort,  and  the  most  powers* 
fdl  incentive  to  a  course  of  sincere,  steadfast,  cheerful 
obedience^^^*  It  were  injastice  to  these  worthy  men^ 
to  let  pass-  any  oecasion,  of  mentioning  their  names  with' 
the  reverence  which  is  due  to  them/  David  Muircf^ 
John  Rogers,  Thomas  Towle,  Samuel  Brewer,  Ed<^ 
waffd  Hitchin,  Thomas  Oswald,  John  Potts,  John  Trot* 
ter,  John  Hacgowan,  George  Stephens,  Joseph  Popplei* 
well,  Henry  Hunter,  John  Eello ;  these  were  the  Vene* 
rable  confessors,  who, '  on  the  S8d  of  December,  177^ 
and  on  the  jB7th  of  January  in  the  following  year,  in 
meetiflgi  of  the  General  *Body  of  the  three  denomina^' 
tions,  stood  fw  the  Jdith  onte^  delivered  fo  Hhe  sainUi 
^  They  thought  themselves  bound,  they  said,  to  contend 
eamestty  for  it,  against  all  who  should  oppose  iu"  For 
ttiif  purpose  they  formed,  as  I  gather  from  the  docu* 
nente  of  the  times^t  into  a  distinct  association.  Whed 
the  petition  of  the  BAtionalhts  was  laid  before  the  Far- 
Hament,  they  were  firm  and  active  in  their  oj^osition 
to  H ;  considering  the  request  as  little  less  than  a  blow, 
craftily  aimed  at  the  very  vitals  of  the  reformed  religion*, 
and,  indeed,  of  Christianity  itself  Th^  presented  a 
cross  petition,!  signed,  as  they  themselves  said,  by  the 
ministers  as  well  as  the  laity,  of  the  most  respectable 
congregations  of  real  Protestant  dissenters  in  town  and 
country :  but,  when  they  wished  to-  give  credit  and  au^ 
thority  to  their  opposition,  by  boasting  of  their  numbers, 
the  jnost  that  they  could  say,  of  the  number  of  raiaisters^ 

I    ■■   I    -1^   n-  11 ' ^^.^^^^^al^ 


•  See  Wilkie'i  C<Ae«tloD,  No.  U.  tee.  S. 
X  Ibid. No. lU. end IV.       \  IbidNobV. 
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ver9  ^^  upwMdii  <tf  FUlj.'^  The  0 mbw  ^f  diiiOiting 
Viinifltew  in  %  vMe  kiDgdovii  wm  iwhrned  mi  thftt 
iime  to  he  ahoal  IPQO,  of  wWoh  M  la  josfc  the  tv&iik 
Iput:  when  Or  Prieottejr  4i«r^E(Bve  eAmiy  thel  thfi 
^  majorilf  <tf  the  diaseiiting  viiaistwe  ere  etiU  Calviat 
fats/'  he  mqst  be  understood  to  ueihe  sane  rhetorical 
ilgare,  by  which,  in  the  Postoript  of  hie  First  Letters  ts 
v»9  be  swelled  a  few  periods  of  Clesmis  AieXiiPdrioM 
ie  the  sise  ef  e  whole  book*  Bj  a  wmfsMkm  foriM) 
lipoa  that  iMtaece,  I  conoliided  the  pmpoitioii  af  Un 
l^estleian  to  the  Folgar  wM^  to  be  tfiet  9f  i  *9 
48;  tma  tUi  TOW  iiistaiiM^  il  twM  wl  ewwiriMt 

llUEjgsr. 

^  Thus,  from  the  pndewe  of  pnbUoh:  Sm^  1  lum 
ibe  mortificatioQ  to  find  Qr  FnesiHgr'e  9eii|Mie«to  ^ewir 
fiit^^  and  my  own  fDOBtrmed,  M«qpn>MS  the  tmnut 
ptato  of  CaMnism  aneeg  the  0^sH>^  Awse^teppp;  imd^ 
}|owever  it  mfty  WW  nfivrB  Qr  Prie8tlqr\i  pMEfqii^  li 
l^iagoify  the  iiet«bem  of  IM  GaMoieto^  hie  Ibitimfi 
brethrffi^  in  the  y^u  iTlf%  spoke  oftt^  ^HfH  seefom^ 
in  terms  w^^  imvlie^^  tbat  ^  CaWieiste  mWf  m 
Iheir  jadgment,  1^  very  iocqiiwierable  part  of  die  MThete 
|>ody  of  the  dif  sentom*  ^  It  is  admitted,''  say  t(ie  Ba- 
tionalists^  in  the  Cese^t&e  PwtBgtant  immOtug  46- 
m8t0f§  and  Sc^o(^nmt9r9^  ^^that  the  greater  pert  of  the 
jdissenting  ministers  hem  not  complied,  and  caaaot  is 
conscience  ^mply,  with  the  sobscriptiQa  teqnired  by 
the  Act  (rf  Tolevatioo :  the  dissenting  sueisters  in  gene* 
yal  are,  consequently,  liable  to  the  penalties  abovemen- 
xioneo*  Jkiter  stanng  ine  Tetiei  wmcn  tBsy  oesneo  10 
obtain^  they  allege,  that  the  <<  generality  of  Protestant 
dissenting  ministeri;;  together  with  their  people,  are  hajf- 


pity  luiil^d  id  taub  objeet  if  the  present  arpplleetiDii;'^ 
Tll«  pifctitioiiiag  diesemers^  it  seem%  in  the  year  iTTS^ 
tkM^t  tke  CalviHttte  m  few  and  iiieonsiderable^  thai 
tke  MsBisletfs^  wbe^  could  net  in  coneGience  eoniply  witli 
tiie  iirt  nf  WtMiam  and  Mary,  and  wei«  happily  anited 
iir  the  oljdcl  of  the  applkiatioo  at  that  time  made  to  Paiu 
IfamMtf  sebnied  to  them  Ae  generaKty  of  Proteetatti 
fflffN^nting  ihitii8fer».  Theee  genUemen  ktiew^  it  ii  to 
be  prMumed,  the  state  of  the  dIsaekiL  They  meant  not 
to  impose  a  He  apm  the  three  estates  of  the  Britiih  le* 
^latur^-^for  %e^  wen  att,  aU  honouraUe  mini  U 
then  my  notfoii  of  the  decline  of  Calvinism  is  tttone^ 
eds^  Vt  Priestley  will  at  least  confess^  that  I  am  comi^ 
tenanced  and  snpported  ia  my  anor^  by  a  rety  i^i^ecta^ 
ble  anthofity. 

tr.  I  ath  not  ignorant  indeed^  that  thia  antliorii^  waa 
treafed  with  Bttle  respect  by  the  protbsting  Oalrinists  ; 
who  allows  no  snpefiority  of  nambera  on  the  aide  of 
the  Ratibnalista  :t  it  Waa  pretended^  that  many  Calvin* 
aits  coQcnrred  in  the  petition :  some  in  mere  tendemesa 
fbr  scnpoloas  oonsciencea ;  many  more  upon  that  good^ 
ly  principle^  the  source  of  all  that  orderly  snbmissioa 
£5  die  higfier  powers,  which  hath  ever  been  so  conspi- 
cdona  in  the  Puritans  of  this  country ;  that  even  a  true 
futh^  is  not  to  be  confessed  at  the  requisition  of  thOr 
maglistrate.  I  bear  that  good  will  to  Calvinism,  that  ip 
giv^a  me  real  concern  to  remember,  that  it  hath  evw 
been  disgraced  by  a  connexion  with  such  a  principle ; 
I  am  Inclined  however  to  believe  that  the  Calvinista^ 
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who/  tfpra  poritanieal  praiciplefl^  coneomd  in  flie  peti- 
tion of  the  Rationalists^  in  tho  year  177S»  were  very 
few;  and  that  the  orthodox  diaseatere  were  deceived, 
in  the  idea  which  they  had  formed,  of  the  numbers  eC 
their  own  party.  The  requisition  of  the  magMmIe 
is:now  removed,  and  no  pretenoe  exists  for  a  pari* 
tauical  reserve;  I  would  ask  then,  what  is  now  the 
state  of  the  disseuting  ministry  ?  Are  they  at  thla  time 
a  majority?  Axe  they  any  considerable  part  of  the 
dissenting  ministers,  who  have 'qualified  under  the  1st 
6f  WilUam  and  Mary  ?  Every  dissenting  numater  haSk 
now  the  alternative  of  qualifying^  either  by  subecad^ 
bing  the  doctrinal  articles,  or  by  a  declaration,  which, 
by  the  19th  of  his  present  Majesty,  is  accepted  in- 
stead of  subscription :  but  the  Galvinist,  .even  ^i  the 
puritanical  casti  holds  himself  bound  to  an  open  de- 
claration of  htt  faith;  except  in  that  extraordinary 
case,  when  the  interference  of  the  magbtrate,  nudies  it 
a  duty  to  disown  his  usurped  authority,  by  reftwiqg 
to  confess  with  the  mouth  what  the  heart  believes : 
every  true  Oalvinist  therefore^  will  now  qualify  under 
the  old  Act  of  Toleration ;  and  if  they  are  but .  an  in- 
considerable part  of  the  dissenting  ministry,  who  have 
qualified  in  this  manner,  it  is  but  too  plain,  that  Cal- 
vinism, among  the  dissenters,  is  almost  extinguished. 
Inconsiderable,  however,  as  I  fear  their  numbers  are, 
the  Galvioists,  fw  the  soundness  of  their  faith,  are  the 
most  respectable  part  of  our  modem  dissenters ;  and 
though  few,  in  comparison  with  the  general  mixed 
body  of  the  Rationalists,  I  hope  they  are  more  nnmer-i 
ons  than  the  proper  Unitarians. 

0.  So  much  for  the  principal  facts  which  1  engaged 
to  establish :  it  may,  perhaps,  be  expected,  that  X 


rjiJRT,  if.  ijECOKO  LetTERS.  3g| 

fthoald  take  sooie  notice  of  another/  in  whicU  I  have 
been  charged  with  misrepresentation.  Dr  Priestley^  in 
his  First  Letters  to  me^  expressed  high  resentment,  at 
the  use  wliich  I  had  made  in  my  Charge,  of  the  word 
conventicle  ;  as  descriptive  of  Dieetiogs  in  whi^h  he,  and 
friends  of  his,  preside*  >To  inform  myself  how  far  this 
resentment  might  be  well  founded,  and  for  no  other 
purpose,  I  searched  the  registers  of  certain  courts,  for 
such  an  entry  of  the  house  in  Essex-Street,  and  for  a 
record  of  such  declarations  on  the  part  of  the  minister, 
as,  by  the  19th  of  his  present  Majesty,  are  requisite  to 
make  a  meeting  upon  the  pretence  of  divine  worship, 
not  a  conventicle  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  word :  I  told 
Dr  Priestley,  that  I  had  found  neither  entry  of  the 
house,  nor  record  of  the  minister's  declaration:  Dr 
Priestley  replies,  tliat  I  could,  indeed,  find  no  record 
of  declaration ;  for  none  was  ever  made :  but  that  I 
ought  to  have  foand  an  entry  of  the  house ;  for  the  entry 
was  duly  made.  Now  the  truth  is,  that  I  employed 
the  clerks  at  the  different  offices  to  make  the  search,  for 
which  I  paid  the  accustomed  fee*— I  trusted  to  their  re- 
port, which  I  find  was  not  accurate — ^I  believe  the  fact 
to  be^  as  Dr  Priestley  states  it :  the  house  is  entered ; 
but  the  minister  hath  never  declared  his  principles,  as 
the  law  requires.  The  defence  of  a  strong  word,  which 
hath  been  taken  personally,  would  be  to  me  the  most 
unpleasant  part  of  the  controversy,  were  it  not  that  the 
style  of  Dr  Priestley's  Second  Letters,  and  of  some 
other  publications  upon  that  side,  hath  put  an  end  to 
all  ceremony  between  me  and  the  leaders  of  the  Uni- 
tariao  party ;  I  therefore  still  insist,  that  all  meetings, 
under  ministers  who  have  not  declared,  whether  the 
place  of  meeting  be  entered  or  be  not  entered,  are  illegal; 
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and  tbat  the^word  canventide^  M  it  wm  tiBed  fty  me  m 
my  Gba^y  was  not  misapplied.* 

N.  B.  The  preceding  chapMr  gave  dccaskni  to  a 
pamphlet,  entitled,  Tie  CaMniBm  of  A§  ProtMma 
JH89enter^8  asserted:  in  a  Letter  to  tHe  Atddeann  cf 
St  JO^n^e.  By  Bamnel  Palmer,  Paeter  cf  Ike  lide* 
fenient  Congregation  at  Baeknejf.  LondM^  PHnted 
lor  J.  Bncklandy  &c.  1786. 

The  snm  of  Mr  Palmei^e  ai^maenti  k  eofltained, 
lihinkyitt  these  three  propodtfons.  Tbat  ef  th«  thir- 
teen ministersi  who  signed  the  pmtest  againiC  the  ns 
solution  for  the  applioition  to  FatUament^  sU  were 
Scotsmen,  trne  members  of  the  Kirk,  aad  therefbrA  not 
properly  among  our  ESnglish  dissenters :  that  the  cross 
petiliofi  was  not  presented  by  the  tinrteen;  that  the 
ifty  who  signed  it  were  chiefly  lay-preachei«,  not  be- 
longing to  the  body  of  the  Londoh  ministers ;  Metho- 
dists ;  unacquainted  with  the  Aindamental  priodples  of 
the  Protestant  dissenters.  That  a  great  body  of  Gal- 
vinists  concurred  in  the  application  to  Pailiament,  dpott 
a  general  principle  of  Liberty,  disliking  any  interference 
of  the  magistrate  in  religious  matters. 

Of  these  three  propositions,  the  two  first  seem  to  mili- 
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*  Dr  Prieidey,  ia  hif  Third  Letten,  ioaisti  that  his  dWB  meetiof-hoaie,  and  Mr 
lindMT's,  cannot  bs  bnm(|lit  uder  the  denomkiMSM  oT  fHikmOkkt,  rnrnt^  be* 
cause  they,  who  preach  in  them,  are  not  anthoricod  bj  bv.  He  SSnla^  *'ll«itlC 
bj  any  aoeidenty  an  unauthorized  dinenting  minister,  like  himaell^  should  pc«ach 
in  a  parUh  churchy  it  would  not  on  that  aeeount  become  a  emntnHoleJ^  Hal 
whatever  he  may  think,  an  assembly  in  a  parish  charch  tm  haar  Dr  Piicaaii/ 
preach,  or  even  to  assist  at  divine  worship,  perfoi*med  by  a  prieift  of  the  chordi 
•r  England,  otherwise  than  according  to  the  form  prescMied  by  die  Oook  ct 
Common  Prayer,  woohl  ba MCmvgntieief  and  all  penoaa  resottte|^to  1^ voiM 
be  liable  to  the  penalties  which  the  lawa  denounce,  agniut  pomni  fre^pteothig 


tate  strongly  on  my  nde^  heigbtening  the  appearance  at 
least  of  a  paucity  of  Calvinists  among  oar  dissenters, 
since  six  of  the  thirteen  who  protested,  and  all  the  fifty 
who  petitioned,  according  to  Mr  Palmer,  were  not 
English  dissenters :  as  for  the  third,  if  the  fact  be  as  Mr 
Palmer  states  it,  1  cmi  on]|y  ItmBpt  |hM  a  republicatt 
principle,  should  so  strongly  have  infected  so  respecta. 
ble  a  branch  of  thd  Christii)|ii  ehurphf  «s  ^ha  Pi^vinists 
are  in  my  estimation.  I  believe  however^  that  the  tmth 
is,  and  is  pretiy  notoriqo8|  that  Ca^^nisBi  if  gpns  inning 
the  dissenters  of  the  present  time9 ;  thougbi  for  whal 
reason  I  presume  not  to  say,  the  ^i^nting  tem^hMV 
didlike  to  be  told  of  its  extjtfi^tion* 
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CHAPTER  FIFTH. 

^tte  ibOfine  qf  Calfnn.—€f  Mkthoiist^. 

I  Now  proceed  to  reply  to  Vr  Priestley's  insinoa* 
tioD,  that  I  Imve  spoken  with  contempt  of  the  doctrines 
of  Galvin^  which  at  the  same  time  he  presumes,  I  really 
believe.*  He  was  in  good  humour  with  me,  wbon  he 
drew  up  this  concluding  paragraph  of  his  third  letter ; 
for  his  reason  for  presuming  that  I  believe  wliat^  he  im- 
agines^  I  speak  of  with  contempt^  is>  that  he  i»  unwil* 
ling  ^^  to  tax  me  with  insincerity/'f 

9.  If  any  where^  I  seem  to  speak  with  contempt  of 
the  doctrines  of  Calvin^  I  have  certainly  been  anfoita- 
Bate  in  the  choice  of  my  expressions ;  it  is  one  tUng  not 
to  assent  to  doctrines  in  their  full  extent^  quite  another 
to  despise  them :  I  am  very  sensible,  that  our  articles 
affirm  certain  things,  which  we  hold  in  common  with 
the  Galvinists : — so,  they  affirm  many  things  whicli  we 
hold  in  common  with  the  Lutherans ;  and  some  thiDg% 
which  we  hold  in  common  with  the  Romanists.  It  can- 
not well  be  otherwise ;  for  as  there  are  certain  princi- 
ples which  are  common  to  all  Protestants,  so  the  essen- 
tial articles  of  faith  are  common  to  all  Christians :  per* 
haps,  in  points  of  mere  doctrine,  the  language  of  our 


•  Second  Letten,  9.  S&,  i  Ibl^ 
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wticlet  agrees  more  nearly  wifh  the  Galvioistick^  fhaa 
'with  any  other  Protestant  confegsion^  except  the  Lnthe^i^ 
san ;  bnt  I  never  was  aware,  till  Dr  Priestley  informed: 
me  of  it,  that  I  am  obliged,  by  my  subscription  to  the 
thirty-nine  articles,  to  believe  every  tenet  that  is  gene* 
nlly  known  by  the  name  of  Oalvinisticlc :«  and,  till  the 
ebligation  is  enforced  upon  me  by  some  higher  authority 
than  his,  I  shall,  in  these  matters,  <^  stand  &st  in  my 
liberty  :'^  nevertheless,  I  hold  the  memory  of  Calvin  in 
high  veneration ;  his  works  have  a  place  in  my  library ; 
and,  in  the  study  of  the  holy  Scriptures,  he  is  one  of 
the  commentators  whom  I  frequently  consult :  I  may 
appeal  to  my  own  congregation  at  Newington,  and  to 
other  congr^ations  to  which,  by  my  situation,  I  am  oc^ 
casionally  called  to  preach,  to  witness  for  me,  that  I 
never  mention  the  Calvinistick  divines  without  respect ; 
even  when  I  express,  what  1  often  express,  a  dissenl, 
upon  particular  points,  to  theur  opinions.  The  respect 
with  which  they  are  mentioned  in  my  Good-Friday  ser- 
mon, in  which  I  asserted  the  doctrines  of  Providence  on 
the  one  hand,  and  of  Free-agency  on  the  other,  is,  per- 
haps  in  Dr  Priestley^s  own  recollection.  In  the  passage 
to  which  he  alludes,  in  my  seventh  letter  to  himself,  he 
will  find  no  contempt  expressed  of  Galvinists,  or  of  theic 
opinions :  the  severity  of  the  reflection  falls  on.  those^ 
who  have  so  speedily  deserted  a  doctrine  to  which,  for 
a  long  time,  they  were  not  without  bigotiy  attached ; 
while  they  not  only  maintained  Calvin's  tenets  without 
exception,  but  seemed  to  think  there  could  be  no  ortho« 
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doxy  out  of  Calnaiim :  I  consider  it  as  tiiB  lepniwh  of 
the  diatenters  of  the  praeent  day,  that  a  gemiiiie  f3alvia. 
iit  is  hardly  to  be  foand;  eiuept  m  a  sect, 
ODiy  for  the  enconragemeiit  which  the  leaden  of  U 
to  give  to  a  disorderly  fimattcisin.  The  rational  disseo- 
tor,  bath  nothing  in  oeninion  with  the  Calvimat,  «xc^ 
it  be  an  emnity  to  the  episcopal  estaUiduneot  of  tUf 
coantry ;  and  this  he  hath  aot  io  moch  in  commoii  vith 
the  Oalvinistick  chnreiiesj  as  with  his  own  anceoton^ 
the  factions  Puritans. 

8.  It  wasyp^haps,  an  omission^  fliat  when  Uie  staid, 
ly  of  Galdnists  among  the  English  dissenters  was  vsa- 
tibned,  a  distinct  exceptim  was  not  made  in  fitvoor  of 
natives  of  Bcotiand,  fbrmed  into  Oslvinistidc  coi^repu 
tions,  nnder  tespwtable  pastors  of  their  own  oonntiy^ 
and  of  the  true  Calvinistiok  persoasie%  here  in  London 
and  perhaps  in  otitier  parts  of  England :  but  1  consider 
these  as  no  part  of  oor  Englidi  disssntsrs:  tiiey  ars 
members  (rf  another  national  establishment;  who^  nsi. 
ding  here,  may  ihiidc  that  a  conformity  with  thn^drndi 
of  Bnglandy  mii^t  be  interpreted  as  a  desertimi  of  Hieir 
own  communion :  the  rational  dissenter^  may  takn  no 
credit  to  himself  fiir  their  adherence  to  their  old  princi« 
pies ;  nor  are  they  involved  in  tim  reproach  of  Us  dege. 
MMacy. 

%.  While  I  thus  repel  my  adversary's  slanderons  is- 
sinuation  of  contempt,  expressed  by  me  of  Calvin's  doc» 
trines,  the  reflection,  I  doubt  not,  is  msing  in  his  breas^ 
and  with  much  secret  satisfaction  he  says  within  liim* 
self,  ^^  He  is  making  his  peace,  I  see,  with  tlie  Calvin- 
isls ;  but  how  will  he  get  over  my  remark,  upon  the  dis- 
respectful lan^iage  in  which  he  lias  spoken  of  the  Me* 


tiiodi9t8|  his  brodier  charcbmea  ?'^*  To  the  harden  of 
that  crune,  my  shoalden^  I  trusty  are  not  unequal: 
what  if  I  frame  my  reply  in  terms  which  Dr  PriesUey's 
late  poblication  famishes— that  whenever  occasions  shall 
arise,  which  may  make  it  my  doty,  as  a  minister  of  the 
gpBftAf  to  declare  my  sentimeBtfli,  I  shall  not  wait  for 
Dr  Priestley's  leave  to  ^  express  my  contempt  of  what 
I  think  to  be  despicable^  and  my  abhinrrence  of  what  -l 
think  to  be  shocking  ?''t  The  Methodist,  I  am  senuble^ 
professes  mnch  zeal  for  oar  common  faith.  Many  ot 
turn  follies^  I  am  willing  to  believe,  proceed  more  from 
an  unhappy  peculiarity  of  temperament,  than  from  any 
thing  amiss  in  the  moral  dispositions  of  his  heart ;— let 
lum  then  renoonce  his  fanatical  attachment  to  self-consti- 
tatedy  uncommissioned^  teachers :  let  him  show  hb  £utb 
|iy  bis  works ;  not  the  formal  works  of  soperstitioa  and 
hypocrisy^  but  the  trae  works  ctf  everlasting  righteous- 
ness ;  the  works  of  fair-dealings  charity,  and  continence : 
let  him  do  thb,  and  chorchmen  will  torn  to  him^  and 
«a11  him  brother. 


•-  ff>nui  UttCTi,  f.  35.  tlnP^r^M  of  Free  IiK]pb7,  pi^  iB9. 
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CHAPTER  SIXTH. 

iff  (he  general  spirit  qf  Br  PriesUefe  Centroowtial 

Writinge. — Conelueion, 

I  HATE  replied  more  largely  than  I  thought  to  do, 
to  more  than  is  deserving  of  reply,  in  Dr  Prlestley'is 
Second  Letters :  but,  as  the  controversy  between  him 
and  the  advocates  of  the  Gatholick  fiuth,  is  now  broog^^ 
by  his  own  declarations,  to  a  state  resembling  that  of 
a  war,  in  which  no  quarter  is  to  be  given  or  accepted ; 
I  think  myself  at  liberty  to  strike  at  my  enemy,  without 
remorse,  in  whatever  quarter  I  may  perceive  an  open- 
ing; and  I  think  myself  called  upon,  by  the  present  situ- 
ation of  the  controversy y  not  to  suppress  the  remarks, 
which  have  spontaneously  arisen  in  my  own  mind,  upon 
the  perusal  of  his  late  writings.  1  fear  he  is  too  little 
read,  but  by  his  own  party ;  and  it  is  fit,  that  it  should 
be  generally  known  what  spirit  he  is  of. 

&  He  avows,  indeed^  with  the  greatest  frankness, 
that  the  great  object  of  his  essays  upon  theolo^cal  sub- 
jects is,  to  spread  opinions  among  his  countrymen,  from 
the  press  and  from  his  pulpit,  which  he  flatters  himseli^ 
must  end  in  the  total  demolition  of  the  poli^  of  his 
country  in  the  ecclesiastical  branch ;  the  only  branch 
against  which  he  thinks  it  prudent,  as  yet,  to  declare 
his  antipathy.  In  his  Viete  of  the  Principleg  and  Con- 
iuct  qfihB  Frotsstant  Dissenteny  vnih  respect  to  Une 
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aiuZ  Ecchaiaatiedl  CkmstUniion  of  Englani^  a 
pamphlet  first  pablisbed  in  the  year  1709^  after  a  pic* 
tore^  highly  exaggerated  I  hope^  of  certain  abases  among 
ihe  clergy,  which  he  refers  to  the  principles  of  our 
liierarchy,  bnt  which,  so  far  as  they  are  real,  are  easily 
traced  to  very  different  causes ;  be,  in  the  true  spirit 
of  patriotism,  points  ont  the  remedy.  His  salntary  ad- 
vice is  conveyed  in  the  form  of  a  prediction.  He  fore* 
tells,  that  in  ^  some  general  convulsion  of  the  state,'^ 
aoch  as  he  might  hope  our  disputes  with  the  American 
colonies^  which  were  then  visibly  tending  to  an  open 
rapture,  might  in  no  long  time  produce,  ^^  some  bold 
liand,  secretly  impelled  by  a  vengeful  providence,  shall 
•weep  down  the  whole  together."*  In  later  publica* 
tions,  he  discovers  no  aversion  to  be  himself  the  hand 
employed  in  that  vindictive  business ;  although  his  in- 
discretion  which  he  avows,  and  which  seems  indeed  to 
be  very  great,  when  the  glorious  prospect  of  state  con* 
Tulsions  warms  and  elevates  his  patriotick  mind,  should 
render  him,  it  may  be  thought,  unfit  to  have  a  part  in  the 
execution  of  any  project,  in  which  the  success  may  at 
all  depend  on  secresy.  In  the  dedication  of  his  late 
Mistary  of  Corruptions  to  Mr  Lindsey,  he  tells  his 
Iriend  (what  might  be  fitting  for  an  associate's  ear,  bnt 
it  is  a  strange  thing  to  be  mentioned  in  publick)  ^^  that 

the  attention  of  men  in  power,  is  engrossed  by  the 
which  more  immediately  press  upon  them ; 
the  endeavours  of  the  friends  of  reformation  [that  is,  of 
those  concealed  instruments  of  vengeance  on  their  devo- 
ted country],  their  endeavours  in  points  of  doctrine  pass 
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with  leu  naticsj  and  operate  wWumt  dbttrwe&n.^^  fo 
hb  last  poblicatioD,  he  has  thrown  oot  many  acule  n- 
marka^  upon  the  eflteacj  of  '^amall  diaogea  in  the  poli- 
tical state  of  things,  to  iiveitani  the  best  oonpacted 
establishments  ;^^t  upon  the  ceftainty,  with  whic^  the 
exertions  of  htniself  and  his  assodates  operate^  to  the 
rain  of  the  ecclesiastical  constitation  j  upon  the  vftoleM^ 
with  whichf  canses  that  lie  donnapt  fior  a  tisw  nl  last 
act.  ^^  We,"  he  says,  <^  are,  as  it  were,  laying  gmifom- 
ier  grain  by  grain,  nnder  flie  old  boilding  4iafmt  and 
superstition,  which  a  single  spark  amy  hereafter  uflams^ 
so  as  lo  prodoee  an  instantaaeons  explosnNK^j^  He 
shows,  with  great  ability,  that  all  measnves  oi  goTom* 
nent^  to  snppoit  the  eocleMsstical  constitntioB,  wiU  be 
tf  no  avail,  if  oncea  gieat  mi^iority  of  the  people  €mn  be 
made  its  eoeniies.|  And,  for  ttiis  good  purpose^  lie  de^ 
claims  in  Ids  craveniiefe,  to  ^  enlig^iten  tte  minds  and 
excite  the  zeal"§  of  the  mechanicks  of  the  pf^nloos 
town  of  Birmingham,  with  respect  to  the  doctrines  in 
dispnte,  between  himself  and  the  assertors  of  that  fiutb^ 
which  (he  church  of  England  holds  in  oommon  witli  ths 
first  Christians.  The  arewal  of  these  sentimeats  hi 
himself,  of  hostility  to  the  poUtical  constkntion  off  his 
country ;  the  attempt,  to  excite  sinular  sentiments  ia  the 
breasts  of  the  ^^  commonest  people,^  in  whose  bnaals 
they  cannot  be  expected  to  lie  inactive,  quietly  expeetttig 
the  event  of  literary  discussion ;  such  avowsJ,  and  aoch 
attempts  are  more,  I  should  think,  than  can  be  jnstified 
by  the  right  of  private  jo(%ment  upon  speculativ^e  mes* 


*  Dedleatioa  of  BUoiy  of  ComiptloM  pb  vn 
t  importaiiM  of  Free  laquirfy  p.  39. 
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tiomu  Not  tkat  I  wottld  insinuate,  that  they,  in  any 
degree,  deserve  Ae  attention  of  our  governors;  for  I 
am  well  persuaded,  that  neither  his  doctrine  nor  his 
piiociples,  are  gaining  that  ground  among  the  people, 
which  he  seems  to  imaj^e.  I  am  inclined  indeed  to 
Ihink,  that  the  advancement  even  of  his  Unitarian  doc^ 
trine  is  but  slow,  except  in  his  own  head ;  in  which  it 
oeems  to  be  making  hasty  strides.  In  his  good  wishes 
to  the  constitution,  I  think  better  of  many  of  his  Unita- 
rian friends,  than  to  believe  that  they  concur  with  bim : 
and  while  trade  and  manuiactures  flourish  at  Birming- 
ham, we  may  safely  trust  to  the  inducements,  which 
every  man  there  will  ftnd  to  mind  his  own  business,  to 
defeat  the  success  of  Dr  Priestley's  endeavours  to  *^  en- 
lighten and  exdte :''  it  seems  therefore  unnecessary  at 
present,  to  think  of  ^  raising  the  dam  or  of  making  it 
8trooger''-*'it  will  be  the  better  policy  of  government,  to 
let  the  brawling  torrent  pass.  The  attempt  to  provokb 
severities  by  audacious  language,  in  order  to  raise  a  cry 
ef  persecution,  if  sedition,  making  religion  its  pretence, 
•faould  meet  with  a  premature  check  from  the  secular 
power,  is  a  stale  trick,  by  which  the  world  is  grown  too 
wise  to  be  taken  in.  If  Dr  Priestley  ever  should  at- 
tend to  execute^  the  smallest  part  of  what  he  would 
mow  be  understood  to  threaten,  it  may  then  indeed  be 
expedient,  that  the  magistrate  should  show  that  he 
beareth  not  die  sword  in  vain  :  but,  whatever  Dr  Priest- 
ley may  alfidct  to  think,  of  the  intolerance  of  churchmen 
in  general,  and  of  the  Archdeacon  of  St  Alban's  in 
particular,  a  churchman  lifes  not  in  the  present  age  so 
weak,  who  would  not  in  policy,  if  not  in  love,  dissour- 
ajS;  rather  than  promote,  any  thing  that  might  be  called 


a  pergecotion  of  the  Unitarian  blaspheniyy  m  the  person 
of  Dr  PriesQey^  or  of  any  of  his  admirers.  A  church- 
man lives  noti'so  weak  as  not  to  know,  that  persecatlon 
is  the  hot-bed,  in  which  nonsense  and  impiety  have  ever 
thrived :  it  is  so  friendly  to  the  growtib  of  religioa,  that 
it  nourishes  even  the  noxious  weeds^  which  carry  bat  a 
resemblance  of  the  true  plant  in  the  external  form.  liet 
us  trusty  therefore^  for  the  present,  as  we  securely  may, 
to  the  trade  of  the  good  town  of  Birmingham,  and  to  the 
wise  connivance  of  the  magistrate,  (who  watches,  no 
doubt,  while  he  deems  it  politick  to  wink,)  to  nip  Dr 
Priestley's  goodly  projects  in  the  bod ;  which  nothing 
would  be  so  likely  to  ripen  to  a  dangerous  effect,  as 
constraint  excessively  or  unseasonably  used.  Thanks, 
however,  are  due  to  him,  firom  all  lovers  of  their  coon* 
try,  for  the  mischief  which  he  wants  not  the  incHnatifNi 
to  do,  if  he  could  find  the  means  of  doing  it  In  grati- 
tude's estimation,  the  will  is  ever  to  be  taken  for  the 
deed. 

8.  In  his  First  Letters  to  me,  and  in  former  publica- 
tions, Dr  Priestley  professed  to  disbelieve  an  inspiratioa 
of  the  apostles  and  evangelists,  in  any  greater  extend 
than  might  be  consistent  with  the  liberty  which  he  uses, 
of  criticising  their  reasonings  and  their  narratlona*  I 
had  a  hope,  that  denying,  as  he  does,  our  Lord's  divud- 
ty,  he  still  admitted,  in  some  figurative  sense,  that  <^  all 
the  fullness  of  the  Godhead  dwells  in  him  hoSSkj :"  I 
had  a  hope,  that  he  believed,  at  least,  an  unlimited  la- 
spiration  (since  he  disbelieves  any  nearer  commanioa 
with  the  Godhead)  of  him  to  whom  ^'  the  Spirit  was 
not  given  by  measure."  I  perceived,  with  concern^  by 
his  late  publication,  that  ^^  the  plenary  insphration  ^ 
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Chrisf  ^*  is  to  be  disbelieved^  no  less  than  that  of  the 
apostles :  the  assertion^  indeed^  is  qaalifled^  by  conft- 
ning  it  to  eases^  ^^with  respect  to  which,  the  object 
of  their  mission  did  not  require  ioSpira^ion'^*-^the  ob- 
ject of  their  mission  reqaired,  that  the  first  preachers 
of  Ghristiaaity  should  be  infallible,  in  whatever  opin- 
ions they  matntahied,  either  about  the  nature  of  God, 
or  the  principles  of  his  moral  government;  in  what* 
ever  they  taught,  concerning  the  terms  or  the  means  of 
man^s  acceptance  and  salvation  %  and  in  the  fisusts  which 
ihey  have  related  of  the  Redeemer's  Itfe.  If  in  these 
things  they  wa«  net  infallible ;  if  an  appeal  lies  from 
their  assertions,  to  any  man's  private  opinions  \  wha 
shall  draw  the  liney  where  the  troth  of  their  preaching 
ends,  and  thehr  error  commences?  If  their  inspiration 
was  complete  npon  these  subjects,  it  was  to  all  in- 
tents and  purposes  plenary  .*  If  it  gave  them  no  light 
about  the  true  system  of  the  world,  the  circulation 
of  the  blood,  or  the  properties  of  the^  Leyden  Phial,  it 
was  not  Qipotk  that  account  defective  as  a  religbus  in-^ 
•piration :  tho  distinction,  therefore,  between  a  plenary 
inspiration,  and  an  inspiration  extending  only  to  cases^ 
in  which  the  object  of  their  mission  required  it,  is  vain 
and  imaginary  i  and  it  is  a  mere  pretence,  to  profes»^ 
a  belief  in  the  one,  when  the  other  is  openly  denied. 

4.  In  his  First  Letters  to  me,  Dv  Priestley  disavow-- 
ed  his  belief  of  (he  inspiration  of  the  apostles  as  tcriters 
only4  Our  blessed  Lord  left  no  writings-  When,, 
therefore,  the  fiiHoess  of  his  inspiration  b  denied,  the 
denial  most  be  understood  of  his  inspiration  as  an  oral 
teacher :  Dr  Priestley,  therefore,  must  extend  his  dis-^ 


*  ImportMiceof  Free  latjoiiy,  p.  35.  f  ^i""^  Letters,  p.  132. 
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belief  of  the  inspiration  of  the  aposttes  to  thtir  oral  doc- 
trine ;  unless  he  would  be  guilty  of  the  folly  of  setttng 
the  disciple  above  his  Lord. 

6.  It  is  some  time  since  it  vas  told  me^  ttiat  aa 
admirer  of  Dr  Priestley's  tenets,  in  conversation  witii  a 
divine  of  the  church  of  England,  high  in  station  and  in 
learning,  had  maiutainedi  that  onr  dying  Lord's  pro- 
mise to  the  thief,  that  he  should  be  with  ow  Lord  that 
day  in  Paradise,  was  founded  on  a  mistaken  notion 
of  him  who  gave  it,  about  the  state  of  the  dead :  Dr 
Priestley's  disciple49  well  know,  that  the  thief  at  this 
time  is  no-where,  and  will  not  be  in  Paradise  befcn^  tha 
resurrection.  The  leader  of  a  party,  is  not  answerable 
for  the  absurdities  of  all  his  followers :  1  was  unwilUngi 
therefore,  to  make  the  conclusion,  that  Dr  Priestley 
himself  ever  would  maintain,  what  he  now  maintaira, 
the  fallibility  of  Christ !  I  shudder,  while  I  relate  these 
extravagancies,  though  it  be  only  to  expose  Uiem, 

6.  Dr  Priestley  hath  given  free  scope  to  the  powers 
of  bis  eloquence,  upon  the  subject  of  my  pretended  in* 
justice  to  illustrious  characters,  living  and  dead :  if  in- 
justice  may  be  committed^  by  praise  bestowed  where  it 
is  unmerited,  no  less  than  by  censure  injuriously  appli. 
ed,  Dr  Priestley  may  find  it  more  diflScult  than  I  have 
done,  to  refute  the  accusation.  A  character  now  lives, 
not  without  its  eminence,  nor,  I  hope,  without  its  moral 
worth,  which  Dr  Priestley  seems  to  hold  in  excessivt 
admiration,  and  upon  which  he  is  too  apt  to  be  lavish 
of  his  praise.  Few,  who  are  acquainted  with  his  wri- 
tings, will  be  at  a  loss  to  guess  that  the  character  1 
speak  of  is — Himself.  As  the  analyser  of  elaatick 
fluids,  he  will  be  long  remembered  :  but  he  sometimes 
seems  to  claim  respect  as  a  Good  Ghbistian,  and  a 
Goon  Subject.    XT,  upon  any  branch  of 
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dutyy  my  conscience  be  at  perfect  ease^  the  precept^ 
<^  Judge  not,''  is  that  which,  I  trusty  I  have  not  trana- 
greased :  the  motives  by  which  one  man  is  impelled^ 
are^  for  the  most  part,  so  imperfectly  known  to  any 
other^  that  it  seems  to  me  cruel  to  suppose,  that  the  evil 
which  appears  in  men's  actions,  is  always  answered  by 
an  equal  malignity  in  their  minds  :  I  have  ever,  there* 
fore,  held  it  dangerous  and  uncharitable,  to  reason  from 
the  actions  of  men  to  their  principles;  and,  from  my 
youth  up,  have  been  averse  to  censorious  judgment : 
but  when  men  declare  their  motives  and  their  princi- 
ples, it  were  folly  to  affect  to  judge  them  more  favoura* 
bly  than  they  judge  themselves.  I  shall,  therefore,  not 
hesitate  to  say,  that  aftp.r  r  di^nial  of  our  Lord's  divinity^ 
his  pre-existence,  and  the  virtue  of  his  atonement ;  after 
a  denial,  at  last,  of  our  Lord's  plenary  inspiration ;  after 
a  declaration  of  implacable  enmity  to  the  constitution 
under  which  he  lives,  under  which  he  enjoys  the  license 
of  saying  what  he  lists,  in  a  degree  in  which  it  never 
was  enjoyed,  by  the  first  citizens  of  the  freest  democra- 
€168 ;  the  goodness  of  his  Christianity,  and  his  merit  as 
a  subject,  are  topicks,  upon  which  it  may  be  indiscreet, 
fofr  the  encomiast  of  Dr  Priestley  to  enlarge. 

7.  For  eighteen  months,  or  more,  it  hath  been  the 
boast  of  the  Unitarian  party,  that  the  Archdeacon  of 
Bt  Alban's  hath  been  challenged  to  establish  facts 
which  he  had  averred ;  that  he  hath  been  intuited  in 
his  character,  as  a  scholar  and  a  man ;  charged  with 
ignorance,  misrepresentation,  defamation  and  calnm* 
ny  ;^  and  that  under  all  this,  he  bath  continued  speech, 
less^t    He  bath  at  last  spoken,  in  a  tone,  which,  per* 


*  Seeood  Lettcn,  &o.  PrefMe,  p.  x^Tu  p.  t,  S9»  47,  160,    161,  163,  8(U^ 
^  ampanm.  t  ^m  AnliBMlfeniooi  on  Mr  White,  p.  84. 
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haps^  will  little  endear  him  to  the  Unitarian  zealote. 
It  matters  not.  The  time  aeema  yet  so  distant^  whea 
the  train  which  they  are  laying,  may  be  expected  to 
explode,  that  the  danger  is  exceedingly  small^  that 
he  will  ever  be  reduced  to  the  alternative  of  renoaa* 
cing  his  faith,  or  relinqoishing  his  preferments  j  or,  to 
the  harder  alternative  which  Dr  Priestley  seems  to 
threaten,*  *^  of  a  prison,  with  a  good  conscience,  cr 
his  present  emolnmento  withont  one."  U  those  happj 
times,  of  which  Dr  Priestley  prophecies,  should  otokw 
take  him  ere  his  course  is  finished,  when  an  Ariaa  or 
Bocinian  parliament  f  shall  undertake  the  blessed  bu* 
siness  of  a  second  reformation,  and  depose  archbi* 
shops  from  their  thrones  and  archdeacons  from  (keir 
touches  qf  preferment^  he  humbly  hopes,  that  he  may 
be  supplied  with  fortitade  to  act  the  part,  which  may 
not  disgrace  his  present  professions.  The  pobabilL 
ty,  however,  seems  to  be,  that  ere  Oiose  times  amv«^ 
(if  they  arrive  at  all,  which  we  trust  they  will  not^) 
my  antagonist  and  I  shall  both  be  gone,  to  those  hh- 
eeen  abodes,  where  the  din  of  controvwqr  wd  the  din 
of  war,  are  equally  unheard.  There  we  shall  mat 
together,  till  the  last  trumpet  summon  us  to  stand  be- 
fore our  God  and  King.  That  whatever  of  intempe* 
rate  wrath  and  carnal  anger,  hath  mixed  itself^  et 
dther  side,  with  the  zeal  with  which  we  have  pursa- 
ed  our  fierce  contention,  may  then  be  forgiven  to  xm 
both,  is  a  prayer  which  I  breathe  from  the  bottom  of 
my  soul ;  and  to  which  my  antagonist,  if  he  hath  unj 
part  in  the  spirit  of  a  Christian,  upon  fak  bended  kiieM 
will  say,  Amen. 
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DISQUISITIONS. 


DISaUISITION  FIB8T. 

(Jfthe  phrase  qf^^  eoming  in  the  fieshj^^  as  used  fry  8t 
Pelycarp  in  his  episUe  to  the  PhUippians. 

SR  PRIESTLEY^  in  Uie  fifth  of  his  Second  LeU 
ten  to  me^  to  prove  that  the  phrase  of  ^<  coming  in  the 
flesh''  asserts  nothing  more  than  onr  Lord's  manhood^ 
without  any  reference  to  a  prior  state  of  existence^  al- 
leges^  that  the  phrase  is  so  used  by  St  Polycarp^  the 
disciple  of  St  John,  in  his  epistle  to  the  Phiiip^ans. 
The  passage  in  which  Dr  Priestley  imagines  that  he 
hath  fonnd  this  use  of  the  phrase,  stands  thus  in  Arch- 
bishop Wake's  translation,  from  which  Dr  Priestley 
makes  his  quotation : 

<<  Whosoever  does  not  confess  that  Jesus  Christ  is 
come  in  the  flesh,  he  is  antichrist ;  and  whosoever  does 
not  confess  his  suffering  upon  the  cross,  is  from  the 
Devil ;  and  whosoever  perverts  the  oracles  of  the  Lord 
to  his  own  lusts,  and  says  that  there  shall  be  neither 
any  resurrection  nor  judgment,  he  is  the  first-born  of 
Satan." 

By  an  argument,  the  force  of  which  will,  I  believe, 
be  perceived  by  few  but  his  Unitarian  brethren^  Dr 
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Priesitey  persuades  himself,  that  the  blessed  mar^,  k 
this  passage,  is  not  describing  three  diffibrent  sects,  but 
that  ^^  he  alludes  to  no  more  than  one  and  the  nmi 
kind  of  persons,  by  all  the  three  eharacters,"  t.  e.  by 
the  denial  of  oUr  Lord's  commg  in  the  flesh,  the  denial 
of  his  snfferings,  and  the  denial  of  the  general  lesomc* 
tion  and  the  future  judgment. 

Hence  he  would  infer,  that  flke  phrase  of  ^  comiDg  in 
the  flesh''  predicates  the  manhood  of  our  Lord,  and 
nothing  more ;  as  I  conceive  for  this  reasen :  (for  he 
hath  not  stated  his  aipiment  very  clearly.)  The  denial 
cf  our  Lord's  coming  in  iht  flesh,  must  be  soneQuni 
that  might  consist  with  the  denial  of  his  sufferings; 
since  the  two  errors  (by  Dr  Priestley's  hypothesis}  vem 
fcund  ifi  the  same  persons.  They  who  denied  (be  re- 
mlity  of  our  Lord's  suffieoruigs.,  denied  hi»  maoimd;  and 
in  that  sense  they  mi^l^  and  they  did,  deny  his  cooiog 
in  (he  flesh :  but  his  divinity  they  denied  not;  on  tl» 
contrary,  they  strenuously  asserted  a  natuee  in  ioMf 
superior  at  least,  to  the  human.  Any  allusioo,  tiMn- 
fore,  wluch  may  be  supposed  in  the  phrase  ^ik  ^€oa* 
ing  in  the  flesh,'^  to  an  wiginal  nature  in  bin  wx» 
than  human,  they  denied  not.  His  manhood  thmfoi^ 
which  is  all  that  they  who  are  charged  with  a  denial 
ef  his  <<coming  in  the  flesh"  denied,,  is.  all  Ihattbe 
phrase  imports. 

This  is  the  very  most  that  I  can  make  of  my  adver- 
sary's argiMuent :  and  in  this  state  of  it,  (if  I  have  miS' 
represented  it,  I  most  seriously  declare  it  is  without 
design)  I  confess  myself  too  dull  to  perceive  the  coo- 
nexion  of  the  premises  and  the  conclusion.  We  of  tbe 
orthodox  persuasion,  conceive  that  the  phrase  of  ^'  coin- 
ing in  the  flesh"  expresses  the  Incahnatiok  ;  that  is  ta 
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gay^  it  contains  thit  complex  proposition^  iliat  a  Being 
eriginally  divine  assumed  the  liaman  nature.  Thin 
cmaplex  proposition,  they  who  denied  the  reality  of 
onr  Lord's  snfferingSi  denied ;  not  in  that  part  which 
affirms  his  divinity,  bnt  in  that  part  which  affirms  hia 
assumption  of  the  manhood ;  and  the  denial  of  tiii^ 
was  the  fonndation  of  their  error  about  the  sufferings  on 
the  ctoss.  These  three  characters  of  error,  therefore^ 
mentiened  by  StPolycarp,  might  belong  to  one  and 
Cbe  same  sort  of  persons,  as  Dr  Priestley  supposes  thai 
fliey  did,  and  yet  the  phrase  of  <^  coming  in  the  flesh^ 
in  its  natural  sense  may,  for  any  thing  that  appears 
firom  B<  Polycarp's  own  words,  allnde  not  to  the 
manhood  simply,  but  to  the  Catholick  doctrine  of  the 
incarnation. 

It  must  be  observed  however,  and  the  feet  is  too 
well  known  to  the  learned  in  ecclesiastical  histoiy  to 
Mquire  proof,  that  a  great  variety  of  sects,  differing 
from  each  other  in  the  wild  and  impious  opinions  which 
they  severally  maintained,  were  comprised  under  the 
general  name  of  Gnosi* icks  :  to  say,  therefore,  that  the 
0ne  and  same  kind  of  persons^  alluded  to  by  St  Poly- 
carp  under  all  these  three  different  characters,  was  the 
Gnosticks,  is  to  say,  that  this  one  and  same  kind  of 
persons,  was  many  diflferent  kinds :  of  the  various  sects 
that  went  under  this  common  name,  the  Docetft,  who 
denied  our  Lord's  genuine  manhood,  were  one  general 
bfancb,— itself  subdivided,  if  I  mistake  not,  into  many 
distinct  denominations;  the  Corinthians,  who  denied 
lib  original  divinity,  were  another :  both  these  equally, 
though  in  different  ways,  denied  the  proposition  that 
'<  Jesos  Christ  was  come  in  the  flesh,''  in  the  sense  in 

winch  the  orthodox  understand  it;  and  I  confess  I,ai& 

•i 


^Qjl  mSQUISlTIONS.  PlAl 

pot  sure,  though  Dr  Priestley  says  we  aie  sore  of  it, 
tliat  the  deoial  ol  the  resurrection  was  not  to  be  foand 
in  a  third  class^  distinct  from  •either  of  these  two^  &Dd 
from  every  branch  of  the  Gnosticks.  The  two  anckai 
hereticks  mentioned  by  St  Paul,  (S  Tim.  ii.  17,  i%] 
who  said  that  the  resurrection  was  past,  and  in  that 
assertiooi  as  St  Cbrysostom  observes,  denied  a  resur* 
rection  to  come  and  the  general  judgmaqt,  are  not  000- 
bered,  by  the  writers  of  antiquity,  amoog  the  Gnos&k 
teachers : — (See  Dr  Whitby's  note  upon  8  Tim.  iL  i% 
18.)  The  future  judgment  was  more  explicitly  denied 
}}j  these  than  by  the  Gnosticks,  who  oaly  denied  tin 
resuscitation  of  the  body ;  and  I  think  it  not  nBlikely, 
that  they  might  be  the  persons  to  whom  Si  Polycai]^ 
in  his  third  character  of  damnable  heresy,  allades :  Is 
that  as  it  may,  it  seems  clear  to  me,  that  St  Folycaipy 
in  the  passage  alleged  by  Dr  Priestley,  describes  tin« 
different  sets  of  people ;  and  I  should  paraphrase  tk0 
whole  passage  thus : 

^^  Whoever  confesses  not  that  Jesus  Glirisi,  the  ever 
blessed  and  only  begotten  Son  of  God,  the  bri^tneis 
of  his  glory  and  the  express  image  of  his  persos^  tk 
eternal  Word  by  whom  he  made  the  worlds^  is  cone 
in  the  flesh ;  he  is  antichrist :  and  if  any  one,  pretending 
to  confess  this,  shall  yet  deny  the  reality  of  his  sufir* 
ings,  in  his  own  proper  and  entbe  person,  on  themsi; 
he  also,  notwithstanding  he  confess  the  truth  in  tte 
former  article,  is  of  the  Devil.  Again,  if  any  01^ 
confessing  both  our  Lord's  coming  in  the  flesh,  and  iitf 
sufferings  and  death,  shall  however  pervert;  the  ondei 
of  God,  accommodating  the  divine  doctrine  to  his  own 
prejudices  and  conceits,  and  say  that  there  shall  bi 
oeitber  resurrection  nor  judgment ;  this  man^  notwi'^ 
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standing  his  confession  of  our  Lord^s  inearnation  and 
passion,  k  the  firat-born  of  Satan.'^ 

But  whether  St  Polycarp^  ki  this  passage,  describe 
tliree  different  sort  of  beveticks^  or  one  sort  by  three 
characters,  it  is  not  very  material  to  dispute :  the  blessed 
martyr  is  not  enumerating  sects,  as  an  ecclesiastical 
liistorian ;  but,  m  a  preacher  of  the  trutb>  be  is  warning 
the  faithful  against  errors  :  he  mentions  three  $  any  one 
of  which  would  avail,  in  his  judgment,  to  the  perdition 
of  him  wha  should  maintain  it — for  I  contend^  that  noth-^ 
ing  in  the  words  of  St  Polycarp  himself  nor  any  known 
and  admitted  fact  in  the  history  of  the  heresies  of  hiri 
iimes,  makes  it  necessary  to  apply  the  descriptioi^itt  thA 
whole  to  one  sect,  rather  than  in  the  parts  of  it  to  three: 
I  contend,  that  the  coming  of  our  Lord  in  the  flesh,  his 
passion,  and  the  general  resurrection,  are^  three  distinct 
things  :  the  two  first,^  for  any  thing  that  appears  from 
St  Polycarp'»  words,  as  distinct  from  each  other,  as 
either  is  from  the  third ;  so  distinct  therefore  from  each 
ether,  tliat  a  person  admitting  the  one^  might  possibly 
Bot  confess  the  other  v  I  contend  therefore^  that  for  any 
thing  that  appears  from  the  words  of  SI  Polycarp,  a 
person,  confessing  that  our  Lord<  came  in  the  fleshy 
might  still  deny  his  sufferings :  the  phrase,  tiierefore,  of 
^^  coming  in  the  flesh/'  for  any  thing  that  appears  from 
St  Polycarp's  own  words,  may  denote  something  more 
than  our  Lord's  mere  manhood :  and  I  contend  yet 
farther,  that  although  it  could  be  proved,  that  St  Poly« 
carp  alludes  to  one  sect^  se  that  the  coming  in  the  flesh 
must  necessarily  be  so  understood,  that  the  denial  of  that 
comings  and  the  denial  of  the  sufferings,  should  be  con- 
eistent  errors ;  still,  it  will  not  folbw  that  the  coming  in 
the  flesh,  must  be  understood  as  descriptive  simply  <^ 


flie  iqatthMd.  If  any  one  sect  indeed  tui^ly  be  descri- 
bed^ the  BocefaB  must  be  that  one^  Bioce  their  chaiteter* 
ktick  error  ouikea  an  explicit  part  of  the  deicriptioD. 
But  with  thdr  enm>  the  denial  of  the  incamatiQQ  wu 
^ectly  consistent:  Dr  Priestley  thinks,  that  St  Poly* 
carp  cendemns  the  Docetn^  becaose  they  admitted  not 
^at  Christ  was  a  mere  man  :  bnt  if  1  say  that  St  Poly. 
earp  condemns  them,  not  for  maintdniog  that  he  wai 
more  than  man,  but  for  denying  that,  being  mtm  tto 
nan,  bring  indeed  God,  be  wes  made  man ;  and  that  for 
this  reason  he  made  choice  of  the  phrase  of  ^^eomingii 
the  ftesh,''  that  be  might  not  seem  to  condemn  more  of 
thur  doctrine  than  he  really  disapproved.  Wh&t  ii 
there  in  St  Polycarp's  words  to  prove,  Uiat  Jf  ntber 
than  Br  Priestley,  misinterpret? 

It  may  seem,  that  if,  for  any  thing  that  appears  froa 
the  writer's  wc]ffds,  the  phrase  may  be  interpreted  io 
either  sense,  the  true  inference  is,  that  it  is  ambignoos  i 
tills  conclusion  indeed  follows,  with  respect  to  the  M 
of  the  phrase  in  this  particular  passage ;  and  it  is  apoQ 
this  very  ground,  that  I  maintain  the  total  insigniScaoci 
ef  the  passage  to  decide  the  matter  in  dispute.  In  th« 
fourth  of  my  letters  in  reply  to  Dr  Priestley,  I  h^^ 
considered  the  natural  and  internal  force  of  this  phrase 
of  ^^  coming  in  the  flesh ;"  I  have  shown,  that  it  con* 
tains  such  evident  allusion  to  a  prior  condition  of  tin 
person  who  came,  and  to  the  power  that  he  had  of  coiB« 
ing  in  various  other  ways,  had  it  pleased  him  other* 
therwise  to  come ;  (hat  if  the  sacred  writers  really  memt 
to  aflSrm,  that  our  Lord  was  a  mere  man,  and  nothing 
more,  no  reason  can  be  devised,  why  they  should  v^^ 
choice  of  such  uncouth,  mysterious  words,  for  the  enuA" 
elation  of  so  simple  a  proposition^  which  they  0ugU 


easily  bave  stated  in  plain  terms^  incapable  of  miecon* 

straction.    Dr  Priestley  appeals  from  this  reasoning 

of  mine  upon  the  natural  sense  of  the  words,  to  tbe^ 

usage  rf  writers ;  which  indeed,  when  it  is  clear  and 

constant,  must  be  allowed  to  outweigh  all  reasoningi 

from  general  principles,  because  the  particular  sensa 

of  a  phrase  is  a  question  about  a  fact ;  and  in  all  such 

questions,  external  evidence,  when  it  can  be  had,  most 

overpower  theory :  to  prove  that  the  usage  of  the  wri* 

ters  of  antiquity,  settles  the  sense  of  tiie  phrase  in  his 

favour,  he  alleges  this  passage  of  St  Polycarp's  epistle^ 

aaan  instance  ^<that  might  satisfy  me:'^  but  I  say^^ 

that  no  one  who  thinks  the  meaning  of  the  phrase  du- 

btoHS^  will  be  satisfied  by  this  instance:  for,  not  to 

insist  that  the  usage  of  writers  is  very  insufficienfly^ 

proved  by  a  single  instauce,  I  maintain,  that  if  tho 

phrase  in  question  were  in  itself  equally  capable  of 

the  two  senses,  the  low  sense  to  which  the  Unitarians. 

would  confine  it,  and  the  sublimer  sense  in  which  it  ia 

generally  understood,  it  certainly  might  be  taken  in 

either  in  this  passage  of  St  Polycarp ;  and  tha^  in 

whatever  light  the  passage  be  considered,  whether  aS' 

descriptive  of  three  sects,  as  1  believe  it  to  be,  or  of 

one  only,  as  Dr  Priestley  understands  it*    This  pas«* 

sage,  therefore,  is  of  no  significance  in  the  argument  ^ 

since  no  passage  can  be  alleged,  as  an  instance  oC 

any  particular  use  of  any  phrase,  in  which  various 

senses  of  the  phrase  may  equally  suit  the  purpose  of 

the  writer. 

To  this  neutral  passage  of  St  Polycarp,  1  have  on 
my  side  to  oppose  a  very  decisive  passage  of  St  Bar- 
nabas; in  which  the  allusion  to  a  prior  condition  of 
our  liord^  wbieh  I  contend  to  be  the  natural  import 
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of  the  phrase^  ig  manifest ;  and  is  so  necessary  to  ihe 
writer's  purpose,  that  if  the  phrase  be  understood  with- 
out such  allnsion,  the  whole  sentence  ig  nonsense.  ^^  For 
if  he  had  not  come  irt  the  flesh,  bow  should  we  nMirt&l% 
feeing  him^  have  been  preserved^  when  they  who  be* 
hold  the  sun,  which  is  to  perish  and  is^  the  work  of  fail 
hands,  are  unable  to  look  directly  against  its  rays  P'^ 
Let  Dr  Priestley  find  a  passage,  in  which  the  alluaioa 
to  our  Lord's  original  glory,  is  n»  necessarily  excluded 
from  the  import  of  the  phrase,  as  it  is-  included  m  ii 
in  this  passage  of  St  Barnabas :  and«  evea  then,  the 
only  just  inference  will  be,  that  the  ptnuse  is  used  ya* 
rionsly,  in  a  more  restrained  or  lai^r  sigoificatioiiy  as 
Biay  suit  the  particular  occasion  on  which  it  is  intra* 
duced ;  but  ihat  in  its  full  and  natural  import,  it  afllras 
the  incarnation. 

But  in  truth,  Dr  Priestley  seems  to  deal  by  Bt  Poly* 
earp  as  by  St  John ;  by  the  disciple  as  by  the  master  r 
devoted  himself  to  the  Unitarian  doctrine^  he  takes  it 
with  him  as  a  principle  in  the  study  of  St  Polycarp^ 
as  of  the  New  Testament,  that  the  creed  of  St  Poly* 
earp,  as  of  all  the  primitive  Christians,  was  Unitarun  r 
then,  whatever  expressions  occur,  alluding  to  opinions  of 
a  different  cast,  he  interprets  in  the  sense  in  which  her 
and  his  Unitarian  brethren  would  use  them :  from  these 
expressions,  so  interpreted,  he  goes  back  to  bis  ori^nil 
prejudice,  that  St  Polycarp  bekl  and  taught  an  Uafta* 
rian  creed,  as  to  a  conclusion  which  he  hath  drawn,  and 
can  teach  others  to  draw  from  St  Polycarp'e  own  wri* 
tings,  Alas  f  the  sum  of  all  such  reasonings  is  no  mors 
than  this :  I  Joseph  Priestley  am  an  Unitarian  ;  there^' 
fore  such  was  Polycarp— and  the  basis  of  this  argunmit 
IS;  the  supposed  infaUibility  of  Joseph  Pbiestlev. 
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DISaUISITION  SECOND. 

Pf  TertuUian^s  testimony  against  the  Unitarians^  ani 

Jus  use  of  the  word  Idiota. 

DR  PBiIESTLEY  has  made  it  an  occason  of  great 
triamph  to  himself  and  to  his  party^  that  he  has  caught 
me  tripping,  as  he  thinks^  in  my  Greek  and  Latin,  ia 
ihe  translation  which  1  have  given,  in  the  ninth  of  my 
]4etters  in  Reply,  of  a  certain  passage  in  TertolUan's 
lK>ok  against  Ftaxeas,  which  is  produced  by  him  as  an 
acknowledgment  of  TertuUian,  that  the  Unitarians  were 
in  his  time  the  majority  of  Christians,  and  is  represent- 
ed by  me  as  an  assertion  of  the  contrary.    None  but  an 
idiot,  as  Dr  Priestley  conceives,  in  the  learned  langoa* 
|;es,  woald  ima^ne  that  the  English  word  ^^idiot,'^ 
which  I  have  used  in  my  translation  of  that  passage, 
might  in  any  sense  render  the  iht/ln^  of  the  Greek  or 
the  liiota  of  the  Latins,  which  is  the  name  by  which, 
with  other  adjuncts,  TertuUian  describes  the  Unitarians 
off  his  time.    Dr  Priestley  says^  in  the  nineteenth  of  his 
Second  Letters,  sec.  8.    ^^  What  will  be  said  of  the 
man  who  can  translate  Idiota^  idiot  ?'^  He  hath  now  for 
oome  considerable  time,  been  receiving  the  incense  of 
bis  own  applause,  and  the  triumphant  acclamations  of 
his  party,  on  tiie  occasion  of  this  victory  gaioed  over 
bis  daring  adversary,  on  the  very  ground,  on  which  the 
^emy  had  taken  his  stand  with  particular  security.  But 
it  will  be  tioi9  raough  to  bind  th«  knrel  ou  their  chief- 
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tarn's  speATi  when  they  are  Bare  he  is  in  pessessioQ  of 
tbe  field. 

In  the  seventh  of  his  Second  lietters^  Dr  PriesQey 
says  to  me,  <^I  will  venture  to  say^  that  U  properly 
signifies  [the  word  Idiota  in  Latin^  or  ihrnln  in  Greek 
properly  stgnifiesj  an  unlearned  man^  or  a  persoa  who 
has  not  had  a  liberal  education :"  this  Dr  Priestly 
ventures  to  affirm^  and  this  I  venture  to  deny.  Ths 
word  ihalH  hath  ten  distinct  senses ;  which  I  shall  le- 
cite  in  order. 

L  A  private  per$on  ;  u  e.  a  person  in  private  life, 
in  opposition  to  a  person  in  pablick  oflke  or  employ- 
ment^ civil  or  military.  In  this  sense  the  word  is  chief- 
ly used  by  orators  and  historians^  and  by  all  writffl 
who  treat  of  popular  subjects ;  and  this  is  its  first  and 
proper  sense^  as  it  is  of  all  its  senses,  the  aostim^ 
mediately  connected  with  the  sense  of  the  adjective 
lliof,  from  which  the  substantive  iIm/Ih  is  imnedUtd; 
derived. 

II.  .A  penon  in  low  lifsf  one  of  the  amfmm  f&^k 
in  opposition  to  persons  of  condition.  This  is  DOthin| 
more  than  an  extension  of  the  former  sense }  privatt  Bft 
in  the  extreme  becoming  obscure  and  low. 

II L  J.  laick^  as  distingpished  from  aclerL  ^ 
sense  the  Greek  fathers  easily  grafted  npon  the  Mi 
tbe  church  being  considered  as  a  polity  of  its  own  kio4i 
in  which  the  clergy  bear  the  publick  offices^  ths  lai^ 
are  citizens  in  private  life.  In  a  sense  nearly  aUi^  '^ 
this,  the  word  seems  to  be  used  by  St  Paol^  i  Cor*'^* 
16,  to  denote  a  private  member  of  a  ooBgptgiUi^  ^ 
distinguished  from  the  minister. 

lY.  A  person  unskilled  in  any  parHcfdaf  sdffscB^ 
art,  in  opposition  to  the  professors  of  it*   Tte  *^ 
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ihm  Qsed^  ratber  expresses  the  want  of  professional 
skill  than  of  ordinary  knowledge— in  this  sense^  tfa% 
word  is  sometimes  constructed  by  the  Attick  writers 
with  a  genitive  of  the  thing,  and  by  ordinary  writers 
with  an  aecnsative,  either  with  or  without  a  prepo. 
sition.  iRuK  ;Mirr  Jr7».  Plat  m  Tim.  iii»%f  %i,  mU 
iifl#,  or  i;c  wfK  w». 

y •  •i  person  deficient  in  any  fartieular  talentf  kabi^ 
sr  aecompliBhrnent.  In  this  sense  the  word  is  some* 
times  constructed  with  a  dative  of  the  thing,  litt/lm  to 
A$yf^  S  Cw.  xi.  I6«  In  this  sense  the  word  is  used  by 
fit  Panl^  1  Cor.  xiv.  88,  S#^  to  denote  a  commw  Ghris- 
tian,  not  endowed  with  any  of  the  extraordinary  ^fls 
cf  the  Holy  Spiik,  as  disttngoished  from  persons  so 
gifted. 

YI.  A  fenen  geneMlhf  uidewnieif  one  who  has 
not  had  a  learned  and  Bbetal  edncatioa.  In  this  sense, 
in  conjnneftoii  with  the  epMief  iyfttfLfid^$$^  (he  word 
is  applied  to  the  apostles  by  llie  rulers  ef  the  Jews« 
Acts  iv.  1% 

'  TH.  Thephiral,  Untidy  signMtes  iniimdfuief  citii* 
sens,  individually  considered,  as  distinguished  from  the 
<M>llective  body,  the  state. 

yni.  The  phiral  rStt/tmtf  is  a  collective  name  for  flie 
illiterate  vulgar,  in  particular  reference  to  their  gene- 
ral want  of  accomplishment  in  literature,  the  sciences 
iM^d  tiie  arts*  O  w$ku^  S/li^«c,  «c  /Sm»7«c  't  ^9ft  xawfit 
liucian. 

DL  Hence  among  philosophers  and  sophists,  and 
pretenders  to  that  sort  of  taste  which  is  now  called 
virtUy  it  became  a  name  of  reproach  which  they  gave 
to  those  whom  they  thought  disgracefally  deficient  in 
those  accomptidbments,  which  they  valued  and  admired 


/. 


4 10  nsQtJisrnoNS.  ms.  £i. 

in  themselfes.  Thus  the  great  Roman  pecalaim*,  seek* 
ing  to  hide  his  avarice  under  a  mask  of  aiected  tastt 
for  the  works  of  the  Greek  masters^  reproached  hii 
sccosers  with  idiotcy  in  this  sense  of  the  word.  £ra( 
apHji  Heium  tacrariumF'-'^^^anntiquum^  in  qw  iigM 
fulfiherrima  qnatuor'^^^'-qum  non  tnodo  istum,  hominm 
ingeniosum  et  inteUigentem,  verum  etiam  qwrnvis  noi- 
truMj  quo8  i$te  idiotas  appeUatp  ddectare  poasenU  Cic 
in  Yerrem.  Act  8.  lib.  iv.  c  1L 

X.  And  because  the  faculties  are  apt  to  be  daily 
when  they  liave  not  been  sharpened  by  emdae  opoi 
any  subject  whatsoever,  llu/lm,  from  its  use  in  the  seose 
of  illiterate  and  uncultivated^  comes  to  be  an  oppiobri* 
Qus.name  for  the  dull  and  stupii^  without  any  leferenoi 
to  the  want  of  education  as  the  cause  of  the  stapidilj* 
It  never  indeed^  as  far  as  I  know^  refers  to  that  coiud- 
ttttional  defect  of  the  facu%  of  reason^  which  is  tbe 
peculiar  sense  of  the  corresponding  word  of  oar  lan- 
guage in  our  statutes  and  law  books ;  but  it  de&o^ 
the  goodly  qualities  of  stupidity  and  ignorance  in  ^ 
gross^  like  our  vernacular  words^  dunce^  hoobj^  ^ 
their  synonymes. 

That  this  last  is  the  sense  in  which  it  is  used  by 
TertuUiau;  in  the  passage  in  question,  is  sufficieDilj 
evident  from  the  very  structuro  of  the  sentence :  Wbo- 
ever  knows  the  force  of  the  phrase^  pcene  iixerimf 
which  is  probably  as  little  understood  by  Sr  Friesiley 
as  Bt  Jerome's  quid  dicam ;  but  whoever  knows  tbi 
true  force  of  this  phrase,  will  allow^  that  the  epitheU 
imfprudentea  and  iduUcBf  which  aro  introduced  by  ity  ^^ 
contain  some  high  intension  and  aggravation  of  the  (p^ 
lities^  whatever  they  may  be,  which  are  ooniaiB^  ^ 
the  notion  of  tha  preceding  adjective^  $ingfUe^S  ^ 
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a^avation  m  rach  degree^  that  the  writer  thinks  it 
necessary  to  apologize^  for  the  strength  and  severity  of 
the  terms  which  he  finds  himself  obMged  to  employ*: 
This  is  the  force  of  the  phrase  pcane  dixerim:  to  take 
away^  what  may  seem  too  much  in  the  terms  which  a* 
writer  is  about  to  employ,  when  he  fears  they  may  seenip 
excessive^  notwitfistandiiig  that  they  are  the  lowest  which^ 
will  convey  his  foil  meaning,  and'  do*  justice  to  his  ar* 
gnment.  The  impT^udentea  ihttetove  of  Tertollian,  are 
a  sort  of  people*  in  discernment  and  information  many) 
degrees  below  his  aimplicea  ;  and  his  idiotte  are  still 
below  his  imprudentea.  All  this  i»  evident,  to  thos^ 
who  have  any  real  knowledge  of  the  Latinv  lai^age^ 
flon  the  bare  stroeture  of  the  sentence,  whatever  the 
proper  use  of  each  of  the  three  words  may  be,  among 
the*  polite  writers  of  the  Augustan  age.  As  equivalent 
io>  the  Latin  idiaUBj  as  it  is  used  by  Tertullian  in  thi9 
passage^  I  employed  our  Koglish  word  idiots:  I  em«* 
ployed  the  English  word^  to  express  that  extreme  de« 
gree  of  ignorance  and- stupidity,  fbr  which  our  language 
Aimisbes  no  other  word  suflloiently  oontemptuous,  of 
which  Tertullian  affirms  the  Unitarians  of  his  day,  like 
their  younger  brethren  in*  our  own,  exhibited  a  notable 
example.  It  was  little  to  be  apprehended,  that  even 
Unitarian  prejudice,  would  render  any  one  so  much«aa 
idiot  in  style  and  phraseology,  as  not  to  perceive,  that 
I  used  not  the  word  in  what  in  Eti^isb  b  its  forensick 
sense,  especially  when,  in  an  exposition-  of  the  passage^ 
which  at  the  distance  of  a  few  lines  follows  my  transla^ 
tion,  I  explain  it  by  the-  words  ^^  dull/'  and^  *<  persons  of 
mean  attainments/' 

Dr  Priestley  asks  me^  in  the  seventh  of  his  Second 
lictters,  ^^  Vw^^  Sir^  in  what  lexicon  or  dictionary,  orw 


1^  DtoQUlSmeNB.  ]^lS.t!. 

dlnary  or  exfrMrdinaty^  did  yoa  find  (faifl  sense  of  the 
term iiufta  in  Latin,  or  llmU,  in  Greek?"  Dr  PriesOejr 
b  ▼enUiresome  in  prc^ioonding  questions  like  this^  asd 
ieenus  to  be  one  of  ihoMf  whom  repeated  miscaniagei 
oannot  render  waiy  and  discreet :  I  certainly  consulted 
no  lexicon^  for  the  purpose  of  making  my  translation  of 
that  plain  passage  of  Tertollian  $  and  it  is  within  thess 
Teiy  few  days,  that  I  have  taken  the  trouble  to  coomU 
lexlconsi  in  order  to  discover  what  groond  my  aiivem^ 
vy  may  have  found  in  their  defects,  for  the  coufidenci 
Whkh  die  question  bespeaks :  1  will  now  refisr  him  to 
certain  lexicons,  never  k^own  perhaps  in  the  acadeaj 
St  Warrington,  but  such  as  a  late  Oitek  pfofessortbtfi 
lught  occasionany  have  condescended  to  consslt,  viik 
idvantage  to  himself  and  to  his  papils.    The  fint  a 
that  old  gloMary^  which  was  fcniid  annexed  ts  knm 
oopies  of  St  Gyril,  and  is  publiihed  by  Hetiiy  Stephen 
in  the  appendix  to  his  Greek  Thesaurus,    bi  this  gltf* 
iaiy,  the  word  lSi#1ifc  is  expocAided  by  •  ;(if?«s^9  worfi 
which  express  not  the  wa&t  of  education,  but  daOictf 
of  the  natural  faculties.    The  second  is  Bobeit  Ste- 
phen's Didhnarium  Loiino-GMicwmy  in  which  the 
word  iWiofa  is  rendered  IJng  huriauUy  quin^eitfasia 
fluB  finB  iu  iNMifa,  fut  ii'Aa  jpos  grmd  esprit^  JWA 
The  third  b  tl^e  learned  Calepiai's  INclimoruM  Ocbh 
hngvLBy  in  which  the  author  gives  the  French  words 
louriauty  aot^  ignwani^  and  the  English  words,  M^^ 
i^foolf  as  rendering  the  Latin  idiaUu    The  fonitb  is  the 
Thesaurus  of  our  learned  countryman  Oooper,  in  wbich 
4diata  is  thus  expounded :  One  Hiat  is  not  very  p^ 
icittei ;  an  idiot.    If  my  adversary  demand  the  author' 
Ity  of  an  ordinary  dictionary,  I  will  refer  him  to  a  verj 
ordinary  dictionary  indeed ;  to  «  dictionaiy  in  ^^^7 


ms:  n  nsqinsmoia.  ^U^ 

idiool-bojr'i  lumd.  I^et  him  tarn  to  the  word  OtUHa 
in  Ainsworth  j  he  will  And  among  its  first  senses,  nn 
iiial. 

I  abide  Iheiwfore  by  my  assertion,  that  this  passagt 
of  Tertnlliani  which  Dr  Priestley  mistakes  for  a  ies« 
ffattony  of  the  popularity  of  hii  fayonriie  opinioos  in 
Terlnllian's  time^  is  no  sach  testimony,  but  a  chaxg» 
0f  igprarance  against  his  party ;  of  such  igDorance,  as 
wonld  invalidate  the  plea  of  numbers,  if  that  plea 
could  be  set  up* 

And  that  this  is  the  troe  representation  of  Tertnl^ 
liaa's  meaning,  may  be  proved,  without  innsting  upon 
any  paiticnlar  force  of  the  word  idiotm^  from  the  neoes* 
feary  inds^table  sense  of  Ae  adverb  semptTj  which 
extends  Tertnllian's  proposition,  conosming  the  majori^ 
«f  believms,  fipom  his  own  time  in  partBCuUnr,  to  all  time : 
be  says  not  what  were  or  what  were  not,  the  prevailing 
lopinions  of  his  own  times ;  but  he  says,  that  those  persons 
who  come  under  the  characters  of  stfitpltces,  tmpnaZentes^ 
mndsdiMfl^  tlmt  is,  according  to  Dr  Priestley's  own 
Iranslalion,  (wliich  yet  I  admit  not  otherwise  than  ifisu 
putmuH  gnOia^  tar  I  have  still  '^  the  assurance'^  to  caU 
my  own  an  exact  translation)  but  according  to  Dr  Priest- 
ley's own  translation,  Tertullian  says,  that  persons  who 
come  under  the  character  of  ^  the  simple,  tlie  ignorant, 
and  the  unlearned,''  whatever  their  opinions  at  one  time 
or  another  may  be,  are,  in  all  times,  the  greater  part  of 
believers ;  as  indeed  they  must  be  of  eveiy  society  col- 
lected indiscriminately,  as  the  church  is,  from  all  ranks 
^  men.  Tertullian  alleges^  that  persons  of  that  descrip- 
tion, in  his  time,  meaning  to  assert  what  they  little  uo. 
derstood,  the  Divine  Monarchy,  were  startled  at  the 
.doctrine  of  the  Trinity^  which  they  as  littie  understood* 


This  is  ihe  only  sense  in  yi\Ac\\  Tertalliu's  wordtf 
can  be  taken,  onless  some  Unitarian  adventurer  in 
criticism  shall  be  able  to  prove,  that  the  adveri>  jeinper 
IB  equivalent  to«  nunCf  expressive  of  present  timft  ex- 
dnsivelj. 

Bf  Priestley  ^^  wonders  at  my  assurance"  In  anoOio 
ciicnmslanGe ;  namely,  that  I  should  limit,  as  he  says, 
what  Tertullian  affirms,  as  he  would  have  him  und». 
stood,  of  the  whole  body  of  the  simplicea  and  idiokm  te 
some  of  them.  In  this  limitation,  he  says^  I  am^  aUe^ 
gethev  unwananled.  Bofe  when  TnrtuUiau  says,  that 
simple  persons  and  motm  are  starfled  al  the  economy, 
the  natural  sense^  of  the  words  is,  that  this  scmple  was 
incident  chiefly  to  persons  of  that  descriptitm ;  not  that 
it  was  to  be  found  in  the  whole  body  of  the  ornnmon 
people :  he  insinuates,  that  persona  of  thai  weak  char- 
acter only  were  liable  to  that  alarm^-Jiad  he^  meaat  ta 
speak  of  the  whole  body  of  the  common  people,  he  must 
have  used  phrases  of  another  cast,  as  vtdguB  indoctrnm^ 
m genus  hominum  simplex:  Dr  Priestley '» complaint 
against  me,  might  have  seemed  to  have  some  fouoda* 
lion,  had  the  word  ^^  some^  been  prefixed  to  ^simple 
persons^^  in  my  translation — ^bnt  it  only  appean  in  an 
expointion  of  the  passage,  which  follows  thetranslatiou; 
and  surely,  having  translated  the  passage-  exactly,  I 
took  no  unwarrantable  liberty  in  adding  an  explanation 
of  the  author's  sense  (or  of  what  I  take  to  be  his  sense) 
in  my  own  words..  Had  Dr  Priestley's  loose  exposi- 
tions  of  the  passages  in  ancient  writers,  which  he  cites, 
been  always  accompanied  with  exact  translations,  the 
worid  woald  have  had  less  reason  to  stand  aghast  at 
his  assarance  and  flUdissembled  management.  But  to 
what  purpose  can  it  be,  to  hold  an  argament  witkm 
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nan,  who  is  too  hasty  to  distingaish  between  what  pro- 
fesses to  be  paraphrase,  and  what  pretends  to  be  exact 
translation ;  who  has  the  vanity  to  play  the  critick  in 
lai^ages,  to  the  idioms  of  whkh  he  is  a  stranger ;  and 
the  audacity  to  challenge  the  production  of  autlioiities, 
without  taking  the  pains  to  inform  Mmself,  in  which 
scale  the  weight  of  authority  may  preponderate?  ^^Pray, 
Sir,  in  what  lexicon  or  dictionary,  ordinary  or  extraor- 
dinaiy,  do  you  ftnd  idiata  in  Latin,  or  llwlnc  in  Greek, 
rendered  idiot  9^  Vide  Glossarium  Yetus,  .R.  Steph, 
Calepin.  Cooper,  iinsworth. 
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On  what  is  foumd  relating  to  the  Ebknites  m  rAf  ifmtiMg9  of 
Irenseus,  in  confuSatian  tf  an  argummt  advanced  fy  JDr 
Priestley  in  favour  of  the  EbioniteSp  in  the  third  (ff  Ak 
Firstf  anH  the  fourth  of  his  Second  Letters^  from  the  iwi- 
tings  of  Irenaus  in  particukar. 

THE  pardcular  argament  in  favour  of  the  Ebionites, 

which  Dr  Priestley,  in  the  third  of  his  First  Iietten  to 

me,  attempted  to  draw  from  the  writings  of  IreoJEOs, 

was  so  ably,  though  concisely  answered  in  the  Monthly 

Review  for  January  1784<,  by  Mr  Badcock,  who,  takbg 

facts  as  Dr  Priestlcty  chose  to  state  them,  showed,  even 

upon  his  own  statement  of  the  facts,  the  utter  fafflity 

of  his  conclusion,  inasmuch  as  the  contrary  conclosion 

might  be  drawn  with  equal  probability  from  the  same 
assumptions,  that  when  I  wrote  my  Letters  in  reply, 

I  thought  I  might  be  excused  if  I  passed  byrihis  argu- 
ment without  any  other  notice,  than  a  slight  reference  to 
Mr  Badcock^s  confutation.  But  in  the  sixth  of  his  Se- 
cond Letters,  Dr  Priestley  hath  attempted  to  relit  this 
shattered  piece  of  his  ortilleiy,  and  to  bring  it  sgam 
into  action. 

He  says  to  me,  ^^  It  is  truly  remarkable^  and  may 
not  have  been  observed  by  you,  as  indeed  it  was 
not  by  myself  till  very  lately,'^— (It  had  indeed  beeo 
strange,  if  any  sagadfy  of  remark  in  me  had  oatnm  Dr 
Priestley's !)— ^^  that  freaaeus^  who  has  wxattea  so  large 


a  work  on  the  subject  of  heresy^  after  the  time  of  Jastio^ 
in  a  country  where  it  is  probable  there  were  fower  Unita- 
rians^  again  and  again  characterizes  them  in  such  a  man* 
ner^  as  makes  it  evident,  that  even  he  did  not  consider 
any  other  persons  as  hereticks  besides  the  Gnosticks* 
He  expresses  a  great  dislike  of  the  £biooites^  but  ha 
never  calls  them  hereticks."* 

Freely  1  resign  to  Dr  Priestley  the  honour  of  having 
been  the  first  to  made  this  remark ;  at  least,  1  shall  put 
in  no  claim  for  myself,  or  for  my  friends :  if  any  plagiar- 
ism  hath  been  committed,  which  I  pretend  not  in  this 
particular  instance  to  assert,  the  depredation  must  have 
been  made  upon  some  of  his  own  party  :  for  I  will  ven* 
tore  to  affirm,  that  the  remark^  so  far  as  it  extends  to 
Iren»os's  acquittal  of  the  Ebionites  from  the  imputatioa 
of  heresy,  could  have  occurred  to  none,  that  had  not  been 
in  some  good  degree  an  Idiot  in  the  writings  of  Ireme- 
us :  it  could  have  occurred  to  none,  that  had  known  mora 
of  the  work  of  Irtnseus,  than  is  to  be  learned  from  aa 
occasional  reference  to  particular  passages,  by  the  help 
of  an  index. 

The  great  object  of  Iren»us  in  his  work  against 
heresies,  is,  to  assert  the  Scripture  doctrines  of  the 
unity  of  God,  and  the  incarnation  of  the  Divine  Word, 
in  their  original  simplicity,  against  the  numerous  secta- 
ries of  his  times,  who,  from  various  views  and  motives^ 
bad  variously  disfigured  and  disguised  them.  Some 
thought,  that  they  gave  a  clear  solution  of  the  dark 
question  about  the  origin  of  evil,  when  they  maintained, 
that  the  world  is  the  work  of  one  or  more  intelligences, 
far  inferior  to  the  First  Mind:  some,  to  account  for 

*  86MDd  Lettert  p.  S6. 
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80IM  circamstaiices  of  contnriely^  (bfti  my  appear  upm 
a  rapwficial  view  of  the  Old  aad  the  New  Testattea^ 
tao^  that  the  God  of  tfie  Jews  was  a  distiBCt  bmgi 
ftom  the  Father  of  our  Lord'Jemie  Christ:  somey  to 
solve  the  difficulties  ia  the  great  doctrine  of  the  iiicama* 
tion^  indalged  in  a  most  crisilnal  wantoaness  of  speca- 
lation^  conceriiiiig  the  person  of  Christ :  somo^  aiSBctiog 
a  deep  mysterious  wisdom,  endeavoured  to  explaiay  in 
obscure  and  ill-imagiDed  allegories,  the  procession  of 
the  diffisrent  orders  rf  intellect  and  Vh  ftom  the  Dhrfais 
Hindi  and  the  prodnction  of  the  visible  world :  semfl^ 
the  most  profime  and  hardened,  artfoUy  availed  them- 
selves of  certain  mysterious  points  of  the  Christiaii  disc- 
hrine^  to  give  personal  consequence  to  themsdvesy  and 
to  gain  credit  among  fta  vulgar  to  the  most  inq^ooi 
pretensiens.  To  gnard  the  fsithftil  against  these  van- 
one  seductions,  and  to  establish  ttiem  in  the  belirf  of  the 
true  Scripture  doctrine  of  One  God,  absolute  in  powff 
and  in  all  peT<ection>  who,  by  his  Eternal  Word,  crea- 
ted aU  things  in  heaven  and  in  earOi,  visible  and  invisi- 
ble ;  and^  having  in  time  past  spoken  to  the  fathen  by 
the  prophets,  hath  spoken  in  the  last  days  by  hie  Son, 
the  same  Divine  Word  incarnate,  and  hath  reconciled 
VAnkind  to  himself  timmgh  him,  who,  to  effixrt  this 
reconciliation,  nnilsd  the  manhood  to  the  Godhead  in 
his  own  person, — to  establish  the  faUbful  in  Uua  doc- 
trine^ Irenoos  undertakes  the  confutation  of  those  ez« 
travagant  conceits,  by  which  it  is  either  contradicted, 
•r  perverted  and  disgraced,  never  losing  sight  of  Us 
two  cardinal  points,  the  unity  of  God^  and  flie  iocar* 
aation  of  the  Word. 

His  whole  work  consists  of  ive  books :  of  these,  the 
first  is  historical^  exhibiting  a  general  view  of  keted- 


cal  opfnions^  in  fEose  points  in  wbich  they  dlffcmd 
most  essentially  from  genuine  Cbristiajiity  ;  reciting  the 
names  of  the  principal  bcresiarcbs^  describing  their 
characters,  and  relating  ^  varieties  of  opinion,  by 
wbich  the  different  sects  were  distingmshed. 

In  the  second  book,  the  author  professes  k>  rrfnte  the 
extravagant  opinions  recited  in  the  first,  by  general  ar« 
gnments,  exposing  the  incoherence  and  intrini^ck  absnr* 
dity  of  each.  In  the  third,  he  engages  to  bring  a  cen* 
fotation  of  the  same  opinions  from  Scripture  in  general ; 
in  tbe  fourth,  from  our  Lord's  own  discourses  in  par* 
ticolar;  in  the  fifth,  frrai  oinr  Lard's  own  words^  and 
tbe  writings  of  8t  PanL 

la  the  first  book,  after  a  general  recital  of  the  princi* 
pal  extravagancies  of  4he  Yaleotinians,  the  author  under* 
takes  to  dhow,  that  Simon  Magos  was  the  parent  of  all 
herei^^  and  Aal  the  djstingiisbing  conceits  of  every 
sect,  attached  to  one  point  or  another  of  his  doctrina  t 
frr  this  purpose,  he  gives  a  list  of  fanresiarchs  and  sects^, 
from  Simon  Magos,  in  socoesston,  to  his  own  time^ 
spcdl^ing  the  particular  doctrines  of  each :  in  this  list^ 
tbe  Ebionites  have  tbe  honour  to  have  the  name  of  their 
sect,  enrolled  *  between  tbe  Corinthians  and  Nicolait* 
aos.  If  Lreni&us  deemed  them  not  hereticks,  he  has 
surdy  put  them  in  bad  company^.  At  wk  great  distance 
from  the  Ebionites,  he  introduces  Mardon  :t  this  Mar*- 
cion  was  a  most  distinguished  heretick,  not  only  for  the 
extravagance  and  impiety  of  his  doctrine,  but  for  the 
liberty  which  he  took  with  the  books  of  the  New  Tes- 
tament, altering  or  expunging  whatever  he  disliked,  till 
lie  made  the  holy  Scriptures,  as  he  thought,  speak  his 
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•wn.flentimenis«  Irenieus  promites  a  jparficnlar  confu- 
tation of  tbe  opinions  of  Marcion,  from  the  Scriptures^ 
as  Marcion  himself  received  them  :  but  notwithstanding 
this  design^  he  found  it  necessary^  he  says,  to  mention 
him  in  this  place,  in  order  to  make  out  his  assertioni 
^^  that  all  who  adulterated  the  truth,  and  impugned  the 
publick  doctrine  of  the  chorch,  were  disciples  of  Sudod, 
the  Samaritan  sorcerer  ;'^*  intimating,  that  having  in 
his  contemplation  a  particular  work  upon  the  heresy  of 
Marcion,  i^e  would  have  omitted  the  mention  of  him  in 
this  place,  but  that  the  omission  would  have  rendered 
the  list  of  hseresiarchs,  descending  from  Simon  Magus, 
defective.  Here  then,  we  see  both  the  author's  attea- 
tion  to  the  accuracy  of  his  list,  and  his  own  notion  of 
what  sort  of  persous  they  were  who  had  a  right  to  a 
place  in  it :  the  accuracy  of  his  list,  had  certainly  been 
as  much  vitiated  by  an  improper  insertion,  as  by  an 
omission  :  where  then  is  the  probability,  that  an  aothor, 
who  declares  he  would  have  omitted  Marcion,  but  fron 
a  scrupulous  attention  to  the  accuracy  of  his  catalogue 
4>f  hsresiarchSy  in  defiance  of  any  such  scruple,  would 
have  inserted  the  Ebionites,  had  not  their  notoriooi 
beresy,  4Mid  their  affinity  with  Simon  Magus,  given 
them  an  equal  claim  with  Marcion,  and  with  their  next 
neighbours,  the  Corinthians  and  Nicolutans,  to  admis- 
aion  ?  Again,  the  author's  notion  of  the  sort  of  persons 
ihat  were  to  be  included  in  his  list,  namely,  ^  adaltera- 


*  Sed  haie  quidem  acortmn  contndieemBti  ex  ejot  aetiplk  igaeiiti* 

earn,  et  ex  iis  sermonibtts,  qui  apod  eum  •bienrau  aunt,  Domini  et  i^^oatoi^ 
<^iillma  ipae  iitit«r«  eyeraiORcin  e jna  fadentta  pneatonte  Deo.  Nunc  vtHKOk  necea- 
ivio  meminimas  fjas,  ot  aelrea  qnoniam  onioca,  qoi  qnoquo  modo  idnllmBft 
▼critatem,  ct  prseeoBium  Eccle«B  Ittdnats  Simanis  Samaiitaai  Mai^  AMipaK  c( 
saeceworea  aunt    lib.  I  cap.  xxU.  et  uut 
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tors  of  the  truth,  impogners  of  the  pablick  doctrioB  of 
the  churchy  and  dim^iples  of  Simon  the  Hamarkan  tor- 
cerer,''  clearly  proves  what  the  publick  character  of  the 
£bionite8  was,  whom  he  hath  enrolled  among  these 
worthies.    To  hare  registered  among  the  sects,  allied 
to  Simon  Magus,  persons  who  lay  under  no  publick 
imputation  of  heresy,  however  in  his  own  private  judg* 
ment  he  might  see  reason  to  reprobate  their  tenets,  had 
been  a  very  awkward  proof  of  the  general  affinity  be- 
tween  heresy  and  Simon  Magus :  to  the  proof  of  this,  a 
consent  or  resemblance  of  opinion,  between  Simon  Ma- 
pis  and  those  who  were  no  hereticks,  or  not  generally 
deemed  such,  could  little  contribote^-lt  ^  would  rather 
indeed  conduce  to  the  acquittal  of  Simon,  than  the  con« 
demnation  of  an  iunooent  sect  said  to  resemble  him ; 
the  Ebionites,  therefore,  having  a  place  in  this  list,  by 
Vihidi  Simon  is  to  be  proved  the  common  parent  and 
founder  of  all  heresies,  unquestionably  partook  of  that 
character,  which  Iren»us  makes  the  peculiar  mark  of  that 
family.    They  were  adulterators  of  the  truth,  not  bare- 
ly of  what  was  truth  in  the  private  judgment  of  Iremeos, 
but  they  were  impugners  of  the  publick  doctrine  of  the 
church :  if  such  persons  were  not  hereticks,  I  have  yet 
to  learn  the  meaning  of  the  name. 

I  am  well  aware,  that  a  laudable  concern  for  the  re- 
putation of  his  ancestors,  will  ineline  Dr  Priestley  to 
put  the  question,  in  what  circumstance  the  Ebionites 
resembled  Simon  Magus  ?  Some  resemblance,  he  will 
say,  according  to  Irenseus's  notions,  was  necessary  to 
constitute  a  heresy :  for  if  all  hereticks  resembled  Simon 
Magus  in  some  circumstance  or  another,  they  who  re* 
trambled  him  in  none,  were  no  hereticks. 
To  this  it  may  be  answered;  that  Bpiphanius,  when 
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be  tells  m  that  Ebion's  Judaism  waa  of  ike  Sknuantan 
casl^  says  what  may  be  thought  to  imply  a  leeemblance^ 
in  many  circomstanoae^  between  thia  sect  and  the  Bama* 
ritaa  sonserer :  but  flie  principle  in  which  Irenmia,  I 
doubt  not^  phiced  the  resemblancei  was  no  other  than 
the  cardinal  doctrine  of  the  Ebioniles^  of  the  mere  ho* 
manity  of  oor  Lord.  TIub,  as  it  was  taught  by  the 
Cerinthians  and  the  irst  EbioiHte%  was  indeed  nothing 
more  than  a  refinement  upon  the  older  mor  of  the  Do- 
oeta,  of  which  Simon  was  the  first  teadier.  The  Do- 
cet»y  thinking  it  benei^h  tiie  dignity  of  a  celestial  being 
to  undergo  the  life  of  a  man^  and  to  stbmit  to  a  Tiolrat 
and  painftil  ^teafli^  iMioiMfiedy  thai  the  body  of  Jesos 
was  a  mere  illusion^  and  die  whole  scene  of  bin  svl^- 
ings  phantaatick :  or,  if  any  of  them  admltied  the  rvaSly 
tf  the  SBffeiHigBy  they  denied,  however,  that  Jeeua  was 
the  soffisrer.  The  Cerinthians,  whose  doctrines  the 
lb»t  Ebionites  followed  hi  what  related  to  the  person  of 
our  Lord,  thoo^  it  more  reasonable  to  admit  timtJesot 
was  a  real  man,  the  subject  of  real  eniferingB  r  Aey 
maintained,  ttmt  lie  was  a  mere  man;  and  tii^  soppo- 
aed  A  aaperangelidk  being,  which  th^  called  the  Gkrist, 
la  have  been  throng  \iSt  the  guide  and  guardian  ef  the 
man ;  something  more  periwps  than  a  Socralick  demon, 
hnt  yet  distiact  from  the  man,  and  esempt  from  all  par- 
ticipation  of  his  suierings.  This  is  evidently  a  refine- 
ment upon  the  doctrine  of  the  Dooetm.  Beth  doctrinta 
had  a  common  oiarjeot,— to  give  the  dootrine  of  the  incar- 
nation  such  a  turn,  that  a  divine  or  superangelick  nature, 
might  not  be  involved  in  the  miseries  of  mortality :  for 
Ibis  purpose,  the  Docetm  denied  the  reality  of  tlie  man- 
hood ;  and  the  Bbionites,  with  the  OerintiHans,  main- 
tained a  separate  personality,  and  ^ttrtinct  conditiona  of 


the  nmh  and  the  «uperbr  being :  thus  (he  affinity  be^ 
tween  the  Ebionites  and  the  SimonianB  is  manifest ;  and 
the  derivatbn  of  the  one  firom  the  other^  easy  and  natu- 
ral :  and  I  cannot  but  remark,  that  as  the  ancient  £bi« 
onflBan  doctrine  passes  by  a  single  step^  the  dismission 
of  the  superangelick  being,  into  the  modem  Unitarian^ 
that  too  is  traced  to  its  sonrce  in  the  chimeras  of  the 
Samaritan  sorcerer :  and  thus,  both  the  Ebionites  of 
antiquity^  and  the  Unitaxians  of  our  own  time,  are  in 
troth  branches^  or  tiie  offspring  at  least,  of  Gnosticism*- 
and  in  this  exttfided  meaning  of  the  word  I  am  ready 
to  allow,  that  Irensas  knew  of  no  hereticks,  but  what 
are  included  under  the  general  name  of  Goosticks.  Be 
that  as  it  may^  I  maintain,  that  the  first  book  of  IrenaDOS, 
by  the  enrolment  therein  made  of  the  Ebionites,  in  a 
Ibt,  in  which  the  author  had  done  disservice  to  his  own 
argnraeut,  had  be  inserted  any  bat  known  hereticks ; 
affords  a  clear  argument,  that  the  Ebionites  were  he- 
reticks  in  the  judgment  of  the  church,  in  the  time  of 
IrensBus. 

In  the  second  book  of  Iren»us,  no  mention  of  the  Ebi- 
onites  occurs,  either  by  name  or  by  description ;  nor  is 
this,  indeed,  the  place  where  any  mention  of  that  sect 
mi^t  be  expected :  the  aigumeut  of  the  second  book,  is 
%  confutation  of  heretical  opinions  from  principles  oT 
mere  reason ;  from  general  views  of  their  intrinsick  ab- 
surdity and  incoherence :  but  the  error  of  the  Ebionites, 
is  not  of  the  number  of  those  that  may  be  so  confuted ; 
the  great  mystery  of  godliness,  the  incarnation  of  the 
Divine  Word,  was  no  discovery  of  natural  reason. 
iUason,  therefore,  whose  natural  powers,  upon  this 
subject,  gave  no  knowledge  of  the  truth,  is  insufficient, 
without  the  aid  rf  nvelation,  to  the  refutation  of  the 
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contrary  falsehood:  the  convictioii  of  the  ElHOOiiesi 
muat  rest  entirely  upon  holy  writ. 
.  Aoconliogly^  in  the  third  book^  in  which  the  eonfota^ 
tion  is  drawn  from  Scriptore^  the  Ebionilee  are  thnf 
mentioned :  ^'  They  again  who  say,  that  he  was  merely 
a  man  engendered  of  Joeeph,  die ;  contiDoiog  in  the 
bondage  of  the  former  disobedience,  having  to  the  last 
no  conjunction  with  the  word  of  God  the  Father^  nor  re- 
ceiving freedom  through  the  Son,  according  to  that 
•aying  of  his  own,  If  the  Son  gwe  jftm  manumissUmf 
ye  shM  be  free  indeed.  But  not  knowing  him,  who  is 
the  Emmanuel  of  the  Vir^,  th^  are  deprived  id  his 
gift,  which  is  eternal  lifb :  and  not  receiving  the  inoor* 
ruptible  word,  they  continue  in  the  mortal  ^esh,  Aod  are 
liable  to  th^  natural  debt  of  death^  not  accepting  the  an- 
tidote  of  Ufe/'« 

That  the  Bbionites  are  the  persons  intended  in  this 
passage,  we  need  not  be  solicitous  to  prove,  since  a  |»ait 
of  the  passage  is  cited  by  Dr  Priestley  himself,  in  the 
appendix  of  his  First  Letters,  as  unquestionably  relating 
to  that  sect  In  this  passage,  their  error  and  their 
crime  is  placed  in  their  assertion,  that  our  Lord  was  a 
mere  man,  the  son  of  Joseph :  tlus  error,  is  called  a  re* 
jection  of  the  incorruptible  word,  a  refusal  of  the  taatir 
dote  of  life :  these  are  phrases,  evidently  descriptive  of  a 
hardened  infidelity,  which  listens  not,  with  a  doe  sab* 


*  Ranot  aiitiem  qni  nude  tuitum  hominem  earn  diemit  ex  Joaepk 
peneverantet  io  lenritute  pristine  inobe<lienue  moriuotur,  Dondtun  eoaunixti 
Terbo  Dei  Patrid,  neque  per  Ftlium  pereipienlei  libertatem,  quetnadmodoni  ipse 
ait;  »  FiliU9  vom  manumiMerit^  vere  Sberi  eritia.  Igoorantci  autem  earn  qpu  tx 
Yirg'Dc  ett  Emisaiiuely  privantur  munere  cjtt%  quod  ett  vita  vtema :  non  reci- 
picDtes  autem  Terbum  iDeoiruptionit  peneTerant  in  earne  mortali,  et  aont  4ebi* 
cor«i  mvrtiiy  aniadotniB  fiti»  dqd  •ecipiaatei.   lib.  3.  Mp.  zn.    . 


nifisimi  of  tke  understanding,  to  the  evangelical  doetrine* 
The  Ebionites  therefore,  by  their  wicked  doctrine  of  oar 
Lord's  mere  humanity,  seemed  to  Irenftos  to  be  mora 
infidels ;  and  in  conaeqnence  of  this  infidelity,  <^  to  di« 
in  the  bondage  of  tlie  former  disobedience,  having  to  tht 
last,  no  connexion  with  the  word  of  God  the  Fatheri 
cotttiiioing  in  the  mortal  flesh,  and  liable  to  the  natural 
debt  of  death.''    These  expressions,  describe  the  miser* 
able  condition  of  the  unconverted  and  impenitent ;  Who^ 
notwithstanding  what  the  Son  of  God  hath  done  and 
•ulIiBred  for  those  wlio  will  believe  in  him,  remain  ob* 
noxious  to  the  guilt  and  punishment  of  their  own  sins^ 
as  well  as  to  all  the  dreadful  consequences  of  the  first 
faransgicession.    Such,  Iren»ns  deemed  the  dangproon 
■ituation  of  these  infidel  Ebionites :  he  says  further,  that 
for  their  ignorance  of  him  who  is  the  Emmanuel  of  the 
Vii^ii,  and  in  consequence  of  the  infidelity  and  impeni*^ 
tence  of  which  that  ignmrance  was,  in  his  judgment,  a 
sure  symptom,  ^^  they  are  deprived  of  the  gift  of  that 
Bmmanuel,  which  ^  is  eternal  life."    To  be  depri- 
ved of  that  life  eternal,  which  is  the  gift  of  the  Emman- 
uel, is  the  same  thing  in  the  phraseology  of  the  ancient 
writers,  as  to  be  under  a  sentence  of  eternal  damnation : 
these  Ebionites  therefore,  who  said  that  our  Lord  was 
a  mere  man,  convicted  by  that  wicked  assertion  of  an 
evil  heart  of  impenitence  and  unbelief,  in  the  opinion  of 
Iren»u0,  lay  under  a  sentence  of  eternal  punbhmenf;, 
which  nothing  but  a  renunciation  of  their  error,  and  a 
sincere  repentance,  might  avert.    Nothing  can  be  clei^c. 
er,  than  that,  in  this  passage,  they  are  taxed  with  infide. 
lity  and  impeniience,  and  threatened  with  the  doom 
which  awaits  such  crimes  :  but  Dr  Priestley  can  find  no 
auch  sentence  of  damnation  in  this  passage,  passed  upou 

(Ml 
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the  BbbnitM.  ^  Iresftiis  mtut  hm  vmii^  not  that 
Um  Sbionitos  ia  putknlar,  bat  Aat  oMUikiiid  in  genenly 
could  have  bad  no  feramctioDy  if  the  BbionMUi  doc- 
trine had  been  true.'^  Tliat  i%  Irenmia,  expnsely 
speaking  of  the  Ebionites  in  partfcnlar,  nmtt  be  under, 
stood  of  mankind  in  genetal :  epeaking  of  their  paitica« 
lar  pnnishaient^  he  utasf  be  undentood  to  speak  tfa 
general  calamity.  The  gronnd  of  the  necessity  is  eb- 
vions--^  no  other  way  of  inteipretaOon^  can  what  Irsu 
n»ns  hath  actually  said  of  the  BUonitef  ^  be  trtoug^t  Is 
agiee  with  what  Dr  Priestley^  for  the  interest  iif  \d§ 
caase^  hmsI  wish  he  liad  said  about  them.  Tiie  leam. 
ed  Feuardentfais^  who  lived  no£  to  be  enlightoood  hf 
the  new  revelations  of  our  modem  UnilunanSf  and 
above  all,  hy  Dr  Priesfley's  ing^liiotts  ezpositifiM  of  As 
Boriptores  and  the  fathersi  wan  Uind  to  ttis  neceesity: 
^  Irenmus  contends  in  this  chapter/^  says  FecMidflmtiB^ 
^  thai  they  whe  make  Christ  the  son  of  Joseph^  attain 
neither  remission  of  sins,  nor  the  adoption  of  tim  sons 
of  Gkidy  nor  so  much  as  the  right  of  a  blessed  resmiec- 

tion.*'t 
In  Uie  ftrarth  book^  after  a  confutation  of  many  h^e. 

tical  opinions^  Irenmus  lays  down  this  maxim  \%  that 

tiie  believer^  who  steadily  adheres  to  tin  great  prind^ 

of  one  Ood^  who  created  all  things  by  his  word^  ud 

studies  the  Scriptures  with  the  assistance  of  the  presby. 

ters  of  the  chuvch,  who  were  in  possession^  as  inamns 

sayS|  of  the  doctrine  of  the  apostles;  will  extricate  him- 
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j-  CoDtendit  autem  hoe  Mpile  Irefmoi,  Mot  iie«  peeettioram  u  mJMiiiium^ 
•dopCMMiem  filiornra  Dei,  imo  neo  juf  taitK  rMoireeliMib  weqnii  ^ClniNiVi 
lilium  Joieph  conttitaapt    FeuaritntiuM  0d  Itmdutum  locum  Jren^ 


•elf  from  the  diflcaltiei,  ^hicb  Were  illd  ebiiiibluig* 
blocks  of  hereticks:  in  fkartkalwy  he  will  peiceiTe 
the  connexioii  and  aftnit;  between  the  Old  Testament 
luid  the  NeWi  and  will  nndentand^  that  the  same  Qod 
was  the  aothor  Ot  both :  ^  snch  a  disciplei^'  he  sayS| 
^^  being  truly  spiritaal^  inasmuch  as  he  receiveth  the 
Spirit  of  God,  who^  under  all  the  dispensations  of  Bai^ 
was  present  with  men^  and  announoiMl  the  future^  and 
•howeth  the  present,  and  relateth  the  past ;  [such  a  sfi» 
xituftl  disciple]  judgeth  all,  but  is  judged  himself  off 
none/'*  JEh  JMdgtA  all:  that  is^  he  discerns  in  what 
point  the  error  of  any  erroneous  doctrine  Hes,  and  lie  can 
evince  its  inconsistence  with  the  tmth  t  but  be  himsd^ 
haTifig  the  written  word  and  the  doctrine  of  the  apostles 
Inr  his  guides  and  enjoying  the  secret  illumination  of  the 
Spirit,  is  incoufhtable :  Irensos  illustrates  and  amptiSee 
this  apheram,  fay  an  appUcntiou  of  it  to  difflbrent  sects^ 
shewii^  how  and  upon  what  principles^  the  spiritual  dis« 
ciple  will/ttdgs  tAem  / 1.  s*  expose  and  refute  their  errors  a 
tUs  ampllBcation  of  tiie  general  itatiment,  makes  a  very 
kng  period,  whidi  some  of  the  early  editors  (GrynmuA 
I  believe)  hath  broken  into  no  less  than  nine  chapters^ 
preixing  to  each  a  proper  title.  This  spiritnal  disdple^ 
Irensftus  says,  will  judge  the  Gentiles^t— will  judge  the 
Jews,:(-«--wSl  judge  the  Marcionites,||— -will  judge  the 
Talentinians.^^— <^  He  will  also  judge  the  vain  bab« 
bfingi  ef  wicked  Snosticks^  showing  them  to  be  the 


'  Talis  ditcipalut  Tere  tpiriulisy  recipieos  Spirttum  Dei,  qui  ab  initioy  ^n  ^^ 
▼«nii  ditpoiitioiulMis  Dei,  afRiit  lioimiulNU»  et  ftiUin  annaiUmTitt  et  prMentk  ot^ 
tendity  et  pneteriu  enarrat,  judicatquidem  omnet,  ipie  tuteni  k  Mrniae  j^odicatur. 
lib.  4.  Gap.  liii. 
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fiiciplet  «f  Siimm  Magas.^— He  will  also  jadge  tlM 
Sbioniteat  bow  can  they  be  aaved^  nnleBs  be,  wbo 
wroogbt  tbeir  salvation  upon  eartb^  be  C(od  P'^f  ^ 
Priestley  imagines,  that  Iren»as  says  of  the  Bbitmites, 
that  *<  Ch>d  will  judge  them  :''|  this  nuatake,  of  patting 
God's  jadgment  for  the  sound  believer's  jodgment,  is 
indeed  of  no  importance  in  the  argument ;  I  mention  it 
only  M  OQO  instance,  of  that  practice  of  which  I  accnsa 
Dr  Priestley,  of  taking  short  detached  passages,  io  the 
sense  which  may  first  oocnr  to  him,  without  knowings 
nad  without  examining,  with  what  they  may  be  con- 
nected  in  the  context  of  the  author's  discourse.  2Uts 
a$eiptduB  vere  spiritalis^  is  the  suliject  of  the  veib  Jiu 
iieabitf  from  the  Lllld.  chapter  to  the  end  of  the 
liXlId :  Irenmus  says  then,  that  the  spiritnal  disciple 
'<  will  judge  the  Ebionites :"  and  this  is  the  principle 
upon  which  be  wiU  judge  them,  ^  that  they  conld  not 
be  saved,  unless  he,  who  wrought  theb  salvation  open 
earth,  be  Gkid."  But  this,  Dr  Priestley  says  ^^  is  no  sen- 
tence of  damnation  passed  upon  them  in  particnkur  for 
holding  their  doctrine,  but  an  argument  used  by  him  to 
tefute  them ;  and  is  the  same  as  if  he  had  said,  mankind 
in  general  could  not  be  saved,  if  Ghrist  had  not  been 
God  as  well  as  man."||  This  shall  be  granted.  What 
Iren»ns  says  in  the  passage  now  under  considermtiott, 
is  nothing  more  than  an  argument  for  the  refutation  of 
tte  Bbionites ;  and  the  principle  of  this  argument  is 
righfly  stated  by  Dr  Priestley :  but  by  whom  is  this 


*  Jadieabh  aafeem  ct  Tullo^aia  praforain  GiioilMonim»  Sunonn  eos  Mafi 
tfboipalof  oiteiideM.    Cap.  ML 

f  Judieabit  autem  el  Ebkmitai;  qoooMido  pOMnnt  aalTariy  nU  Dm  «(  qjlK 
•aliitem  eoram  niiMr  temm  opcnlu  etc  i  Cay.  lii. 
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armament  used  ?  By  Irenwis :  not  simply  by  Irensus 
ID  biB  owQ  person  ;  it  is  the  argament  which  Irensas 
puts  in  the  mouth  of  the  spiritual  disciple :  the  spiritual 
disciple — ^that  is,  every  spiritual  disciple,  eveiy  sound 
belieyer  is  the  person,  who  upon  these  principles,  will 
confute  the  Ebionites :  Irensus  therefore,  distinguish- 
ing  the  Ebionites  who  are  confuted,  from  every  spirit* 
ual  disciple  who  confutes,  sets  the  former  out  of  the  so- 
ciety of  spiritual  discifdes,  of  sound  believers,  and  puts 
them  in  the  class  of  those  who  are  not  spiritual ;  that  is, 
of  those  who  have  not  the  spirit :  for  were  they  spiritual, 
they  could  not  be  the  objects  of  the  spiritual  disciple's 
opposition  and  confutation ;  but  the  class  of  those,  who 
are  not  spiritual,  is  the  choice  society  of  bereticks  and 
infidels — ^for  he^  who  haih  not  the  spirit  of  Christy  is  none 
of  his.  In  this  passage  therefore,  the  Ebionites  are 
clearly  ranked  with  bereticks. 

It  deserves  particular  notice,  that  one  circumstance  in 
Irenseus's  description  of  the  spiritual  disciple  who  jud- 
ges  these  Ebionites,  is,  that  <^  he  is  a  follower  of  the 
publick  doctrine  of  the  church  ;''*  whence  it  might  seem 
no  unnatural  conclusion,  if  other  proof  of  the  thing  were 
wanting,  that  the  publick  judgment  of  the  church,  no 
less  than  the  sentiments  of  Irenieus,  was  against  the 
Ebionites ;  that  they  were  opposers  of  the  publick  doc- 
trine, and  of  course,  in  the  publick  estimation,  bereticks : 
but  the  same  thing  indeed,  is  sufficiently  implied  in  the 
representation  given  them,  as  maintainers  of  an  opinion 
which  struck  at  the  very  root  of  the  doctrine  of  redemp- 
tion, and  lay  open  to  every  sound  believer's  confutation. 


*  Si  cl  leripCiinm  difigeAter  k^efit,  apud  eot  qai  Sn  ectlew  Mat  presbjrteri, 
*lNid  <|ttO0  cit  tpoHoliea  doctrinb   Gi|p.  62. 
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In  the  fifth  bool^  the  Ebimiiee  uh  nfMitmed  eiawig 
heretfeks  whose  doefarinee  fidl  tU  together^  when  ihe  gireat 
icheme'of  man's  redemption  if  rif^flyaadentoed.  ^Oor 
Loid,  redeming  ns  hy  hie  own  Uoed,  and  giving  hk 
own  eool  for  oar  eonl^  and  lile  body  for  oor  bodies; 
and  poaring  oat  the  spirit  of  the  Father  for  the  adanioa 
and  oommnnioQ  of  God  with  meni  bringing  God  diywi 
to  men  by  the  spuit ;  and  agsin^  by  his  incar»etion» 
raising  nuin  to  God  j  and  in  his  advent,  actnaUy  and 
assuredly  ccmferring  on  ns  inoorraptlbililyy  by  conmi* 
Dion  with  God ;  the  doctrines  of  hereticks  foil  altngcth' 
er ;  for  they  are  vain,  who  say  thai  his  appearaofDe  was 
phantastick.-*^Tlie  Yalentinians  therefore  an  vais,  iriio 
hold  this  doctrine^-*4he  Ebioniles  also  an  vain,  iMt  re* 
oeiving  the  nnion  of  God  and  man  by  ftith,  ftot^* 

The  only  nse  which  Dr  PriesOey  makes  of  fliis  pas. 
sage  is,  to  take  the  clause  relating  to  the  BbionUes  by 
itself,  and  to  renuurk,  that  <<  the  harshest  epithet  whkh 

IreuMS  here  applies  to  that  sect,  is  that  of  Fmir  wUdv 
considerii^  the  manner^if  the  ancients,  ha  says,  je  cow 

tainly  v«ry  moderate  :"t  but  however  moderate  Ka  msf 

think  this  epithet,  had  he  attended  to  the  cmitBxt,  hs 

would  have  seen  that  it  is  the  very  same  epithet,  whidi 

Iienans  in  this  same  place  applies  to  the  Dooetss,  Oi 

Talentmians,  and  the  most  ia^ions  of  the  Gpoetidbs; 


*  Sqo  igkar  iangidDe  redimente  mm  DmbIbo,  eC  teite  udmim  ntm  pro  Bottri, 
aBia%  el  eumeiii  mMi  pro  notlvw  mxtAoM,  at  oS^iimImIb  Spiritsm  Bttri*  te  ^ 
nnitioneiD  et  eommmiioneiii  Dei  ft  hombumi  ad  hoounet  ^idem  deponente  Dna 
per  Spnitam,  ad  Denm  antem  ninni  hnpODeiite  iMttineOl  per  iiniA  iiiearBttioiieB» 
ct  fiime  et  Tere  in  no  odvoiilia  dooantie  ooMt  hieompwlMi*  per  eomfuimOBeitt 
qua  est  ad  Deum ;  perieranl  omnet  h»retiooram  doetrifMc  Vaoi  aatein  not  qui 
putative  dieont  etim  apparoiMe    ■    V— iigjiaryia  Valeoliao  aoo^  koo  depn* 

tizaatea ^Vani  aatem  et  EbkNuei,  unitianem  Del  ct  Hombna  pel^tiem  tma  i«- 

•Ipieatet  in  aoam  tmimam,   lib.  5.  ei^  L 

t  Firat  Utien,  p.  33. 


it  ahoald  seem  therefore^  that  it  is  a  term  of  mm  serera 
reproach  tluin  Dr  Priestley  apprehends:  it  imports 
indeed^  that  they  to  whom  it  is  applied^  were  personi 
hecome  vain  in  their  iwMginatians ;  cherishing  opin«' 
lODs  vmd  of  foandation  in  Scripture  and  in  tmth;  such 
as  arose  oat  of  a  misapprehension  of  the  whole  schema 
•f  revealed  religion.  And  whatever  the  particular  sense 
of  this  epithet  may  be^  the  manner  in  which  the  meii« 
lion  of  the  Ebionites  is  introduced^  shows  thai  they  are 
mentioned,  as  affording  one  instance  of  hereticks  of  that 
description. 

In  another  passage  of  this  fifth  booh,  Iremens  says  of 
hereticks  in  general,  Uiat  ^^  they  are  unlearned ;  ignorant 
ef  the  divine  dispensations,  particulariy  of  the  schmo 
respecting  man  $  blind  to  the  trudi ;  and  that  they  con^ 
taradict  their  own  salvation.^^  Tlds  general  charge,  ho 
illustrates  and  confirms,  hj  specifying  the  particnlav 
absorditiea  tf  different  sects ;  ^  Scwie,''  he  says,  ^'  uu 
troducing  another  Father  beside  the  Deminxgns :  somo 
again,  saying  that  the  world  and  the  substance  of  i^ 
were  made  by  certain  angels :  some^  that  tte  substance 
of  the  world  sprang  up  from  itself  and  is  self..produced, 
fiur  separate  firom  him  who,  according  to  ttiem  is  the 
Father  :  sosu,  that  it  tooV  its  substance  from  corruption 
and  ignorance^  being  amo^g  the  things  within  the  Fatb* 
er :  some  treat  the  doctrine  of  oor  Lord^s  visible  advent 
with  contempt,  not  admitting  the  incarnation :  some,  ig« 
norant  of  the  dispensation  of  the  Vii^in,  say,  that  he 
was  begotten  by  Joseph^  Some,  ^c»"* 


*  lofloeti  omnei  hieretieiy  H  ignorsatei  dispontionet  Dei,  et  iaacii  cjai  qiut  ett 
Mwndam  boniinem  dupenaaUonUy  quippe  caecutientet  circa  v«ritaUm,  ipai  tuflB 
tiy  atii  qaideni  Alteram  introduoente^  prcUr  Dcniutfoin  p«trem. 


4M  vttQiommom.  ^j&  mM 

Dr  PriasUey  ^^  once  thoagbt''^  that  in  this  pasngs 
the  Ebioutos  were  incladed  in  the  appelUtioD  of  here* 
ticks ;  aa  indeed  any  one  would  think,  who  coald  ex. 
plain  the  grammatical  constraction  of  the  aenteocey  is 
every  clause  of  which  heretici  [hereticks]  is  undentood 
as  the  substantive  to  be  joined  with  Mii  [somej  :  they 
therefore,  who  maintained  that  our  Lord  was  litenlty 
and  naturally  Joseph's  son,  are  here  expressly  called 
«^  Some  heredcks :''  but  Dr  Priestley  has  reooueideied 
the  passage }  and  perceiving  how  strongly  the  natonl 
sense  of  it  makes  against  him,  he  has  found  himself  bus- 
taken  in  that  construction  of  it :  he  says,  ^*  as  Gerinthus 
and  Garpocrates,  and  other  Gnosticks,  denied  the  mira* 
eulous  conception  as  well  as  the  Ebionites ;  and  aU  the 
rest  of  this  description,  both  before  and  after  this  dr* 
cumstance,  evidently  belongs  to  the  Gnostioks  only ;  and 
as  in  no  other  place  whatever,  does  he  comprdiend 
them  in  his  definition  of  heresy ;  it  is  natural  to  oon« 
elude,  .that  he  had  no  view  to  the  Ebionites  even  here^ 
but  only  to  those  Gnosticks  who,  in  common  witli  them, 
denied  the  miraculous  conception.'^t    This  conclosiott 
might  indeed  be  somewhat  more  natural  than  it  ia,  if 
the  passage  really  were,  what  Dr  Priestley,  when  he 
calls  it  ^<  this  description,''  would  represent  it  to  be^— 
a  description  of  one  sect  by  various  characters :  tat,  in 
that  case  it  might  be  said,  that  all  the  parts  of  ^  de- 
scription must  be  united,  to  make  up  the  complete  char* 


Alii  aatem  ab  angelit  qunNudam  dieenlet  faetiim  ctte  mondiiB^  eC 
cjui.  AUi  quidem  porro  et  kmge  teparaCum  ab  eo^  qai  eit  irwindnm  ipaQ%  patit^ 
a  aemrtipta  floruiiae,  ct  tme  ez  le  natain.  AKi  antem  in  hit  qme  aootiseotu'  a 
patre,  de  labe  ct  ignorantia  aahitantiatn  habnine.  Alii  aQtem  mamfbatmii  m^jt^ 
tam  domini  eontemnunt,  inoartioiiem  ejoi  non  reeipieotM.  AIB  antem  romn  |gnft> 
rantet  Titi^nit  dispeiuationeiii,  ez  Joaeph  diennt  earn  generatuoL  Uh,  5.  cap.  vp^ 
•  Second  Letters,  p.  67*  f  ^^^d.  p.  9U. 
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aeter  of  an  hwetick.    But  the  puMage  is  plainly  an 
enumeration  of  different  sects,  to  which  the  name  of 
bereticks,  and  the  charge  of  ignorance  and  blindness 
belong  in  common;  an  enumeration  describiog  each 
by  its  particalar  error.    This  appears,  not  only  from 
the  grammatical  stroctore  of  the  period,  in  which  the 
repetition  of  JBUii,  Mii,  Miiy  ^c.  Some,  Some,  Same  f 
distingoiihes  and  enumerates,  and  hath  no  other  force  $ 
but  still  more  evidently  from  this  circumstance :  that  the 
opinions  mentioned  in  the  different  clauses  are,  in  some 
instances,  manifestly  repugnant;  insomuch  that  they 
could  not  all  be  maintained  by  the  same  persons :  thus 
the  second,  third,  and  fourth  clauses,  mention  contra- 
dictory opinions  about  the  origin  of  the  visible  world ; 
and  the  ^^  some  bereticks"  who  held  any  one  of  these 
opinions,  must  have  been  a  different  set  firom  the  *^  some 
bereticks''  who  held  another :  and  indeed  that  they  were 
different,  is  clearly  expressed  in  the  Latin  words ;  for  1 
have  been  favourable  to  Dr  Priestley,  in  rendering  the 
repeated  JUit,  S^me,  and  Satney  and  some, :  the  proper 
rendering  would  be.  Some,  Others,  Others,  &c.    In  this 
enumeration  of  heresies,  the  error  ascribed  to  each,  is 
alleged  as  an  instance  of  the  ignorance  of  that  sect,  of 
their  blindness  to  the  truth,  and  their  opposition  to  their 
own  salvation.    The  enumeration  being  made  in  proof 
of  that  general  charge,  it  is  natural  to  suppose,  that  each 
sect  is  described  by  that  error,  which,  of  all  their  absurd 
opinions,  was  the  Attest  for  the  purpose  of  that  proof, 
the  dearest  instance  of  their  ignorance  and  blindness, 
and  their  contradicting  of  their  own  salvation :  the  par- 
ticular  error  therefore  mentioned  in  each  clause,  is  not 
indeed  by  itself  a  definition  of  heresy,  but  it  is  by  itself 

%  sure  mark  of  a  hereUck ;  by  whi^h,  every  out  main* 
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UiBiBg  that  opinion^  migbt  be  known  to  come  under  that 
genefal  character.  One  of  these  marks  of  a  heretick,  is 
the  opinion^  that  onr  I^ord  was  literally  and  natnially 
the  son  of  Joseph :  all  therefore  were  hereticka  In  the 
judgment  of  IrenMis^  upon  whom  that  mark  was  to  be 
found ;  whether  they  were  Cerinthians,  Carpocratians, 
or  Ebionites — ^If  this  was  a  mark  that  migbty  ia  the 
judgment  of  Irenaus,  convict  a  Garpocratian  or  Cerin- 
thian^  why  should  it  not  equally  lu  his  judgment,  caa- 
vict  the  Ebionites?  because^  in  the  Gerinthians  and 
GarpoGiatiansi  Br  Priestley  will  say^  this  opinioQ  was 
blended  with  impieties  which  were  indeed  heretical : 
But  this  is  to  place  the  mark  of  the  heresy  ia  the  judg- 
ment  of  Irensus,  not  in  the  circumstance  which  he  ex- 
pressly mentions  ^a  the  mark^  bat  in  others  which  he 
suppresses :  a  mode  of  interpretatioiiy  by  which  eveiy 
writer  may  be  brought  to  say^  whatever  hia  expositor 
shall  be  pleased  to  say  for  him. 

^<  If  there  be  any  ottier  passage  in  Irensus,  in  which 
he  calls,  or  seems  to  call,  the  Ebionites  hereticka,''*  Dr 
Priestley  declares  he  hath  overlooked  it :  he  hath  then 
overlooked  a  very  remarkable  passage  in  the  third  book, 
the  mention  of  which  I  have  reserved  for  this  place. 
IreoflBUS,  speaking  of  the  universal  credit  and  author* 
ity  of  the  gospels,  says,  that  ^<  even  hereticks  bear  wit- 
ness  to  it,  since  each  of  them  endeavours  to  confirm 
his  own  doctrines  by  proofs  from  those  wridngs :  for  the 
Ebionites,  using  only  the  gospel  according  to  St  Mat- 
thew, are  by  that  convicted  of  error  in  their  notioaa 
of  our  Lord :  Marcion,  cutting  off  much  of  the  gospel 
according  to  St  Luke,  may  be  proved  a  blasphemer 


*  SMOQd  liettMi  p.  51. 
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against  the  only  Ood^  from  the  parts  which  he  re- 
tains^  8^c.^^* 

As  Dr  Priestley  mentions  a  definitmn  of  heresy  given 
by  IrensBUs,  in  terms  which  exclude,  ot  at  least  com- 
prehend not  the  Bbionites^t  I  shall  just  take  the  liberty 
to  su^est^  that  he  might  confer  an  obligation  upon  th6 
learned  worlds  if  he  would  be  pleased  to  give  informa- 
tion^ in  what  part  of  the  whole  work  of  Irenteus  that 
definition  may  be  found. 

Meanwhile  it  appears,  that  the  Ebionites  are  repeat- 
edly mention^  by  Iren^us,  atid  nevet  mentioned  but 
as  hereticks  :  when  any  heavy  charge  against  hereticks 
is  to  be  confirmed  by  particular  instances,  the  Ebionites 
seldom  are  fbrgotten :  iti  the  first  book,  they  appear  in  a 
list  of  heretical  sects,  as  oiie  instance  among  many,  con- 
firming the  authot'd  geneltil  assertion,  that  all  the  here-- 
tical  sects  of  his  oWn  and  the  preceding  age,  had  their 
root  and  origin  in  the  doctrines  of  Simon  Magus :  in  the 
third  book,  they  are  mentioned  as  one  instance  of  here- 
ficks,  who,  rejecting  the  greater  part  of  the  four  gospels^ 
contribute  to  the  general  evidence  of  the  authenticity 
and  credit  of  those  writings,  by  their  solicitude  to  build 
their  particular  opinions  upon  the  parts  which  they  re. 
ceive^  and  yet  are  convicted  of  error  in  those  opinions  by 
those  very  parts  to  which  they  appeal.  In  another  pas- 
sage  of  the  third  book^  they  are  described  as  persons  in  a 


*  Tantft  eat  autem  «irea  evangeliA  h«o  firnutai,  ut  et  ipii  beretict  tettimoniam 
reddftot  eia,  et  ex  ipiU  egrediens  anos  qaisqae  eorum  cooetur  suam  eoofirmare 
doetriiiam.  EbkNisBi  etetiim,  eo  evangelio  qaod  est  Bectuidum  Matthxam  tolo 
utentefy  cz  iUo  ipao  eooTioeaoter  noo  rceCe  prssumentes  de  domino.  Mtreioa 
aatem  id  qaod  eft  leeuoduaa  Lueam  circumcidens,  ex  hii  qas  adhue  servantDr 
S^ats  eaMf  Uaiphenitii  in  solum  eziBteatem  Deoin  ottenditor.    Lib.  3.  cap.  zi. 

t  Seeowl  Letter^  p.  5S. 


state  of  imptniisiice  and  havdened  iBldelityi  lying  nndtt 
ibe  dreadfal  lentence  of  eternal  damnation :  in  the  foortli 
book  their  sect  is  mentioned  among  those,  whom  the  spi- 
ritual  didciple,  t.  e  the  sound  believeri  will  judge :  in  the 
fifth  hooky  they  are  mentioned  among  hereticks  whose 
doctrines  are  demolished  all  in  the  lump^and  at  one  bloW| 
by  being  contrasted  with  the  scheme  of  man's  redemp- 
tion truly  stated :  and  in  another  passage  of  thn  same 
book,  their  distinguishing  tenet  of  the  mere  humanity  of 
our  Lord,  is  alleged  as  an  instance  of  theignorance  and 
blindness  of  hereticks,  and  of  the  forwardness  of  snch 
persons  to  oppose  their  own  salvation. 

Of  the  truth  of  tiiat  remark  of  Dr  Priestley's  which 
proToked  this  long  disquisition,  that  the  Ebionites  in 
Irensus's  large  work  <^  are  again  and  again  charmcter- 
ized  by  him,  in  such  a  manner  as  makes  it  evident  that 
even  he  did  not  consider  them  as  hereticlu,  and  that  he 
never  calls  them  by  that  name ;  of  the  troth  of  this  re- 
mark^  and  of  the  qualifications  of  the  man  who  eouU 
make  it»  and  take  credit  to  himself  that  he  had  been  the 
first  to  make  it,  to  enlighten  the  age  upon  points  of  eccle- 
siastical antiquity ;  let  the  mtelligent  reader  now  form  his 
own  judgment 
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Of  the  ientiments  cf  the  fathers  and  othera,  concerning 
ihe  eternal  origination  of  the  Son,  in  the  necessary 
energies  ofihejfOtemat  intellect. 

IN  A  subject  80  &r  above  the  comprebension  of  the 
homaii  mind,  as  the  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  mnst  be  con- 
fessed to  be  in  all  its  branches,  extreme  caution  should 
be  used,  to  keep  the  doctrine  itself,  as  it  is  delivered  in 
God's  word,  distinct  from  every  thing  that  hath  been 
devised  by  man,  or  that  may  even  occur  to  a  man's  own 
thoughts  to  illustrate  it,  or  explain  its  difBculties.  Every 
one  who  hath  ever  thought  for  any  length  of  time  upon 
the  subject,  cannot  but  fall  insensibly  and  involuntarily 
«pon  some  way  or  other,  of  representing  the  thing  to 
bis  own  mind :  and  if  a  man  be  ever  so  much  upon  his 
guard,  to  check  the  licentiousness  of  imagination,  and 
bridle  an  irreverent  curiosity  upon  this  holy  subject ; 
yet,  if  he  read  what  others  have  written,  orthodox  or 
liereticks,  he  will  find  opinions  proposed  with  too  much 
freedom  upon  the  difBculties  of  the  subject ;  and  among 
different  opinions,  he  cannot  but  form  some  judgment, 
ef  the  different  degrees  of  probability  with  which  they 
are  severally  accompanied ;  nor  can  he  so  far  command 
himself,  as  not  in  some  measure  to  embrace  the  opinion 
which  seems  the  most  probable*    In  this  manner,  every 
one  who  meddles  at  all  with  the  subject,  will  be  apt  to 
form  a  solution  for  hisauMlf,  of  what  seem  to  him  the 
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principal  ^fficalties :  bat  since  it  must  be  confessedi 
that  the  human  mind  in  these  inquiries,  is  groping  in  the 
dark  every  step  that  she  ventures  to  advance^  beyond 
the  point  to  which  the  clear  light  of  revelation  reaches ; 
the  probability  is^  that  all  these  private  solutions  are  in 
different  ways  and  in  different  degrees,  but  all  in  some 
way  and  in  some  degree  erroneous ;  and  it  will  rarely 
happen,  that  the  solution  invented  by  one  man^  will 
suit  the  conceptions  of  another.  It  were  therefore  to  be 
wished,  that  in  treating  this  mysterious  subject,  men 
would  not  in  their  zeal  to  illustrate  what,  after  tkeir 
utmost  efforts,  must  remain  in  some  parts  incompreheo* 
sible,  be  too  forward  to  mix  their  private  o^nione  with 
the  publick  doctrine.  Many  curious  qoestiomi  west 
moved,  by  the  hereticks  of  antiquity,  and  are  now  r& 
vived  by  Dr  Priestley,  about  the  nature  and  the  limit  of 
the  INvine  generation :  why  the  Father  generates  hot 
one  Son  ?  Why  that  Son  generates  not  another?  W^ 
the  generation  is  not  infinite  ?— Instead  oi  answeiug 
such  questions,  it  seems  to  me  that,  except  when  the  n^ 
cessi^f  may  arise,  as  indeed  it  too  often  will,  of  ^  an- 
swering a  fool  according  to  his  folly,''  it  should  be  a 
point  of  c<mscienee  with  every  writer  to  keep  any  patti- 
cular  opinions  he  may  have  formed,  as  much  as  peso* 
ble  out  of  sight,  that  divine  truth  may  not  be  debased 
with  a  mixture  of  the  alloy  of  human  error,  and  that 
controversies  may  not  be  raised  upon  points,  in  which 
no  man  or  set  of  men  can  be  authorized  or  qualified,  to 
prescribe  to  the  belief  of  others.  Upon  these  pnnc^^esi, 
I  should  wish  to  decline  all  dispute  upon  the  metapiqf* 
sical  difficulties  of  the  subject,  even  with  an  advmsaiy 
better  qualified  than  I  take  Dr  Priestley  to  he  for  sack 
discussions :  I  should  thiidi  indeed,  that  I  had  already 
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been  gailty  of  an  iodiscretioD^  ia  the  avowal  that  I  have 
made  in  my  Charge^*  ci  my  own  opinion  about  the 
manner  in  which  the  Bon's  eternal  existence^  without 
any  diminution  of  its  own  necessity,  may  be  connected 
with  the  Father's^  were  it  not,  that  what  1  am  there  at- 
tempting  to  illustrate^  is  not  so  much  tiie  Scripture  doc* 
Irine  itself^^  as  the  manner  in  which  that  doctrine  was 
understood  by  the  Platonizing  fathers. 

I  said,  and  I  still  say,  that  it  was  their  common  prin« 
ciple,  <<  that  the  eiustence  of  the  Son  flows  necessarily 
ftom  the  Divine  Intellect  exerted  on  itself  if  I  showed 
how  the  Son's  eternity  will  follow  from  this  principle ; 
jmd  I  discovered^  what  indeed  I  might  have  concealed^ 
that  I  myself  concur  in  this  principle  with  the  Plato* 
Bists ;  for  I  said^  that  ^^  it  semoMi  to  me  to  be  founded  in 
Scriptore"! — ^by  which  i  meant  not  to  assert,  that  it  is 
so  expressly  declared  in  Scripturei^  that  I  would  under* 
take  to  prove  it  by  the  Scriptures  to  others,  In  the  same 
mannw  that  I  would  undertake  tf^  prove  that  the  world 
was  created  by  Jesus  Christ ;  or  that  the  one,  like  the 
other,  ou^t  to  be  made  a  branch  of  the  publkk  confes* 
sion  of  the  church ;  or  that  the  belief  or  disbelief  of  this 
particular  principle,  is  a  circumstance  that  may  in  the 
least  affect  the  integrity  of  any  Christian's  faith ;  it  was 
not  alleged  as  a  principle^  on  which  I  meant  at  all  to 
rest  the  credit  of  the  Scripture  doctrine ;  it  was  mention- 
ed  only  as  a  principle  which,  true  or  false,  was  embra* 
ced  by  a  certain  set  of  writers,  and  serves  to  explain 
certain  things  said  by  them,  which  without  it  are  unin- 
telligible, or  at  least  liable  to  misinterpretation.  At  the 
same  time,  I.  discovered  my  own  opinion  about  this  prin* 


•  Charge  nr.  teet  5.  f  Ibid.  t  Ibid* 
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ciple,  that  I  tbink  it  true^  or  likely  to  be  tnie;  fcyr  it 
BBemM  (that  it  the  word  I  used)  to  be  founded  in  Scrip, 
tore :  many  phrases  of  holy  writ  teem  to  me  to  attude 
to  it ;  and  to  those  who  first  thought  of  it^  I  doubt  no^ 
but  that  the  same  allusions  seemed  couched  in  the  same 
phrases :  yet  I  will  not  undertake  to  teach  every  one,  (o 
read  the  same  sense  in  the  same  expressions.  When  I 
showed,  that  from  this  principle  once  admitted,  a  strict 
demonstration  might  be  drawn  of  the  etemi^  of  the 
■econd  person,  it  was  not  that  I  set  any  value  upon  that 
demonstration,  as  adding  in  the  least  degree  to  the  cer- 
tainty of  the  Scripture  doctrine — ^upon  such  pmnts,  the 
evidence  of  Holy  Scripture  )is,  indeed,  the  only  tiling 
that  amounts  to  proof ;  the  utmost  that  reasoning  can 
do,  is  to  lead  to  the  discovery,  and,  by  God's  grace,  to 
the  humble  acknowledgment  of  the  weakness  and  insuf- 
ficiency of  reason ;  to  resist  her  encroachments  upon  tiis 
province  of  faith  j  to  silence  her  objections  and  cast 
down  imaginations,  and  prevent  the  innovations  and  rs« 
finements  of  philosophy  and  vain  deceit  Had  philoso- 
phical reasoning,  upon  points  of  express  revelatioi^ 
been  held  as  cheap  by  Dr  Priestley  as  it  b  by  me,  the 
present  controversy  never  had  ariMU :  but  thk  demon- 
stration of  the  Son's  eternity  was  produced,  for  no  other 
purpose,  but  to  show  the  disagreement  beetween  the  im- 
mediate  consequences  of  the  principle,  from  whicbit 
was  deduced,  and  certain  notions  which  Dr  Priestley 
would  ascribe  to  those  who  held  that  principle :  but  Br 
Priestley,  mistaking  for  an  illustration  of  Scriptars^ 
what  is  only  an  illustration  of  writers  whose  meaning 
had  been  perverted  by  him,  conceiving  that  the  whole 
Gatholick  doctrine  of  the  Trinity  would  be  confbted, 
if  a  certun  principle,  ivhich,  b«ug  adnutted,  migbt 


f uriiisli  a  demonstrative  proof  of  a  particalar  part  of  i^ 
might  be  shown  to  be  without  foundation,  calls  upon  mo 
in  the  seventh  of  his  First  Letters,*  to  <<  show  what  it 
is  in  the  Scriptures,  or  indeed  in  the  fathers,  that  ^ves 
any  countenance  to  that  curious  piece  of  reasoning/' 
In  another  part  of  the  same  letter  he  tells  me,  that  '^  in 
reading  my  attempt  to  explain  tiie  doctrine  of  the  Trin- 
ity  [so  he  calls  it],  he  fancies  himself  got  back  to  the 
darkest  of  the  dark  ages,  or  at  least,  that  he  is  reading 
Peter  Lombard,  Thomas  Aquinas,  or  Buns  Scotas/^f 
In  his  Second  Letters,  waxing  confident  by  my  neglec^ 
i;vhich  he  interpreted  as  a  cowardly  desertion  of  my  ar- 
gument, he  is  louder  in  his  challenge,  and  more  stout 
in  his  defiance :  upon  every  occasion  of  these  cludienges 
and  coZb,  of  which  sometimes  the  Dean  of  Oanterbury^ 
sometimes  Dr  White,  sometimes  Bishop  Prettyman, 
sometimes  I  myself  have  the  honour  to  be  the  object,-^ 
upon  every  such  occasion,  but  particularly  on  this,  his 
tone  reminds  me  of  the  strutting  actor  on  the  stage: 


Cfiflbrd  of  Camberiand,  'tis  WBrwkk  calb^ 
And  if  thoa  doal  not  hide  thee  from  the  bear« 
Now,  when  the  wigiy  trumpet  Kmndi  ftlamm  s 
Clifford^  I  tajf  come  forth  and  fight  with  me. 
Prood  Northern  Lord  *     ■■     ■ ' 
Warwick  b  hoarM  with  ealUogthea  to  arms. 

^^  I  challenge  him,''  he  says,  ^^  to  produce  any  au- 
ibority  whatever,  ancient  or  modern,  for  that  opinion  of 
the  or^n  of  the  Son  from  the  Father's  contemplation  of 
liis  own  perfections."!  In  another  place,  he  speaks  of 
it  as  ^^  my  own  peculiar  notion."  He  expresses  ^^  great 
mortification,"  that  in  my  Letters  in  Reply  to  his  First 


^^ 


Firtt  Letters,  p.  7t.  f  Ibid.  p.  99.  %  Second  Ixtten,  p.  SAf, 

5ft 


44^  DISQUISITIONS.  DI3.  Jf^ 

• 

Letters^  ^^  be  found  not  one  gleam  more  of  ligbt  on  this 
curious  subject''*  He  reminds  me  of  his  most  mag- 
nanimous <<  Ghallehge  to  produce  any  authority  for  if, 
except  what  may  exist  in  my  own  imagination."t  He 
makes  no  doubt  but  tbat^  had  it  been  possible  for  me  to 
give  an  answer,  I  should  have  answered.]: 

As  for  the  question  about  the  opinion  itself,  how  far 
it  may  be  reasonable  or  unreasonable,  how  far  the  al- 
lusion to  it  may  be  real  or  imaginary,  which  I  think  1 
perceive  in  some  scriptural  phrases,  no  challenge  of  Sr 
Priestley's,  do  call,  taunt,  defiance,  insult,  will  move 
me  from  my  vow  of  silence.  But  upon  the  question  of 
fact,  concerning  my  own  exclusive  property  in  whatever 
there  may  be  of  truth  or  falsehood  in  the  notion,  I  think 
myself  more  at  liberty,  and  feel  more  stomach  for  the 
contest :  I  cannot  indeed  resist  the  temptation  which  Dr 
Priestley's  challenge  ^<  to  produce  any  authority  what- 
ever,  ancient  or  modem,"  presents,  to  seize  the  occasion 
of  strengthening  the  proof  of  my  main  point j  by  ex- 
bibiting  in  its  true  light  an  instance,  which,  more  per- 
haps than  any  other  singly  taken,  evinces  Dr  Priest- 
ley's ignorance  of  the  religious  opinions  of  every  age, 
and  shows  how  much  the  oldest  things,  to  him,  are 
novelties. 

The  fathers,  it  must  be  confessed,  were  in  general 
veiy  properly  reserved  and  shy,  when  they  were  di- 
rectly pressed  with  questions,  about  the  manner  in 
which  the  existence  of  the  three  Divine  Persons  is  con- 
nected :  at  the  same  time,  the  analogy,  which  the  Pla- 
ionizing  fathers  in  particular,  suppose  between  the  rela- 
tion of  the  Father  to  his  Word,  and  the  relation  of  eveiy 

*  Seeood LeCtcn^ p.  135.  flbid.  #  IhicLp.1^ 


man's  mind  to  its  own  thonghtSi  so  necessarily  implies 
this  principle  concerning  the  Son^s  origination^  that  with 
this  principle,  as  a  key^  what  they  say  npon  the  subject 
is  very  intelligible ;  and  without  this  key^  impenetrably 
obscure :  insomuch,  that  to  me  it  is  matter  of  astonish- 
ment, that  any  one  can  read  some  of  the  passages,  which 
Br  Priestley  himself  hath  produced  from  Athenagoras^ 
Tatian,  TertuUiani  and  others,  and  not  perceive  that 
this  notion  was  common  to  all  those  writers,  and  is 
the  principle  upon  which,  all  they  have  said  upon  the 
subject  rests.  But  if  the  sentiments  of  the  fathers  upon 
tills  abstruse  point,  were  not  to  be  collected  with  certain- 
ty from  the  tenor  of  their  reasoning,  and  from  their  lan- 
guage, St  Basil  and  St  Cyril  are  suflBciently  explicit  i 
8t  Basil,  when  he  says  that  the  Son  of  God  is  called 
the  AeyK,  ^*  to  show  that  he  came  forth  from  intellects:''^ 
which  he  endeavours  to  illustrate  by  the  example,  sq 
generally  in  use  among  the  writers  of  antiquity^  of  the 
human  mind  producing  an  image  of  itself  in  it»  own 
thoughts*  St  Cyril,  when  he  says,  that  *'  if  any  one 
would  investigate  the  manner  of  that  generation,  he 
ought  to  consider  the  fructifications  of  intellect,  and  to 
endeavour  rather  to  compare  with  them  [than  with 
physical  propagations]  the  generation  of  the  Word ; 
and  not  to  say,  that  Gk)d  is  less  capable  of  generating 
than  body,  because  he  generates  not  in  a  corporeal 
way :  that  the  human  intellect  generates  good  thoughts^ 
must  necessarily  be  confiBssed :  if  it  be  impious  to  sup- 
pose that  the  human  intellect  is  unfruitful,  how  much 
more  absurd  to  think,  that  the  Supreme  Intellect  should 


•  ^MTi  Af>«cs  •*  A%*«,  ^i»*n  Kw  Jr^«x3i.    Homil.  in  rcrba  ilia  «  Tn  Fri«. 
eipio  ent  Terktm."    Tom.  i.  p.  50%. 


u 


MAJk  DISdUtSmOMS.  JUS.  If. 

be  onproductive,  and  to  d^rite  it  of  iti  pioper  fractifi* 
cation/'*  In  these  words,  St  Cyril  evidently  places 
the  generative  facnlty  (if  the  expression  may  be  allow- 
ed) of  the  Divine  nature,  in  the  necessary  fecundity  ^ 
intelligence.  In  another  part  of  the  same  discoarae  he 
says^that  it  is  to  be  conceived,  that  <Uhe  Son  is  in 
soch  sort  begotten  of  the  Father,  as  wisdom  of  iatd- 
lect.''t  And  again,  in  another  place,  he  illustrates  the 
intimate  union  of  the  Father  and  the  Son,  Iqr  ita  analogy 
to  the  onion  between  the  hunum  intellect,  and  its  niteraal 

operations.} 

From  the  fathers,  if  we  pass  to  the  sohoolmoi^  we 
shall  find  among  them  in  this,  as  in  most  aol^eetii  mwe 
philosophical  subtlety,  and  much  less  of  a  laudable  re« 
serve.  With  them,  the  question  was  expressly  agjita* 
ted,  whether  the  Divine  generation  was  affeeted  by  n** 
tellect  or  by  will ;  if  by  intellect,  there  arose  a  second 
question,  from  which  they  had  not  the  modesty  to  ab* 
stain ;  what  the  object  of  the  intellect  might  be ;  wheth* 
er  the  Divine  essence  simply,-  as  Scotus  maintained,  or 
the  totality  of  the  Divine  nature,  in  the  essence,  the  per« 
sons,  and  the  works  of  creation — ^which  was  the  notkn 
of  Thomas  and  his  followers :  and  for  this  unboonded 
curiosity  of  speculation,  they  are  justly  censured  by  Si- 
mon Episcopius  ;|i  whose  censure  is  a  testimony,  whidi 


*  hm  'w^hn  tifuu  rm  ttSma  XV***  ^  ***<  **^  ^o*  *""  ^*  y^^mo  ifPttfm  jBuignmit 
*mf  m  w  tui^t^t^ULf  i9tuf,  mu  <rau/7«ir  fMt^kn  fftftonnr  viwyt^m  *n  Ai>«  tm  >«im»' 

Tor  tfyd^QMnmwy  ivy  mttim  «v  fM^cyimmtfat  huMytrfjMK  «>«t3«(.*-Hi  tumn  ««i&  «*«• 

yjyuff  juu  tiK  ir^fsnm  mJim  tui^inpe^tu  «nc^i».    Cjfii  iQ  Thetanro.  ton.  t.  p.  45» 
edit.  Aobcitl 

t  '     ■     N»7iw  »?•  yi^mno'^Ai  'M  ummtu  inO(pc»  m  v¥fm9  k  kw.    p.  48. 

^  Si  0  fltv3|gir»M(  vKC  See.  p.  91. 
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Br  Priestley  perhaps  will  r«gard|  that  saeh  opinions 
were  maintained,  and  such  questions  agitated. 

After  the  council  of  Trent,  this  peculiar  notion  of 
mine,  this  singular  conceit,  for  which  no  authority  what* 
ever  can  be  produced,  ancient  or  modern,  became  the 
publick  doctrine  of  the  church  of  Rome,  being  expressly 
asserted  in  the  rule  of  publick  teaching,  set  forth  by  the 
authority  of  that  council,  for  the  assistance  and  direction 
Qf  the  paroehial  clergy,  under  the  title  of  Chatechimius 
ad  Parochos.  The  first  part  of  that  work,  is  an  expo- 
sition of  the  apostles'  creed :  in  the  explanation  of  the 
first  article,  the  comment  upon  the  word  ^^patem,^^  is 
dosed  with  itn  exhortation  to  the  true  believer,  to  pray 
without  intermission,  ^^  that  being  at  some  time  or  other 
admitted  into  the  eternal  tabernacles,  he  may  be  thought 
ivortl^  to  be  allowed  to  see  what  that  wonderful  fecun- 
di^  of  God  the  Father  is,  that  contemplating  and  ex^ 
erting  his  intdligence  upon  kimse{fj  he  should  beget  a 
80Q  the  exact  counterpart  and  eqqal  of  liimself.''*  In 
the  exposition  of  the  second  article,  upon  the  words 
<^  Fiiinm  ejw  nmcttm,'^  it  is  said,  ^^  That  of  all  simili* 
todes  that  are  usually  brought^  to  explain  the  manner 
and  wi^  of  the  eternal  generation,  that  seems  to  come 
the  nearest  to  the  thing,  which  is  taken  from  the  reflec- 
tion of  onr  own  mind ;  upon  which  account  St  John 
calls  the  Son  the  Word :  for,  as  our  mind,  exercising 
its  intelligence  upon  itself,  forms  as  it  were  an  image  of 
itself,  which  divines  have  called  its  word ;  so  God,  so 
far  as  human  things  may  be  put  in  comparison  with  di*- 


«  Orct  sine  intermisaioiic — at  aliqaflldb  in  setcrtiA  tabcmnoula  receptUB  dignut 
ait  qui  videat,  qua  tanta  ut  Dei  Patris  fcecuoditasy  ut  tetpsitm  iruvtm  atque  intclU" 
^fiu  parem  etwqa^leiii  sibi  Filium  gignat.    Artio.  Prim.  see.  si  v. 
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Yioei  exercising  intelligence  upon  liimself,  generates  th« 
eternal  Word.^^» 

This  howeveri  was  not  so  peculiarly  the  doctrine  of 
the  Roman  churchy  but  that  it  had  its  advocates  anMmg 
the  most  eminent  of  the  Protestant  divines.  Philip  Me* 
lanctbon,  that  great  luminary  of  the  reformation,  was 
its  constant  and  strenuous  assertor ;  and  he  repeatedly 
resorts  to  it  as  a  principle,  for  the  explanation  of  the 
phraseology  of  Scripture.  Philip  Melancthon,  a  man 
with  whom  it  were  more  honourable  to  err,  than  to  be 
in  the  right  with  Bocinus  or  Dr  Priedtley,  thought  as  I 
think,  that  the  notion  was  founded  in  holy  writ :  he 
thought  it  indeed  so  clearly  implied  in  the  Scripture 
phrases,  that  he  was  less  scrupulous  than  I  would  be,  in 
asserting  it  as  a  part  of  the  Scripture  doctrine. 

In  his  Loci  Theologici,  he  says,  ^*  the  Son  therefore 

is  an  image  generated  by  the  Father's  Thon^ 

The  eternal  Father,  contemfHating  himself,  begets  a 
thought  of  himself  [or  a  conception  of  himself  in  his 
own  thoughts]  which  is  an  image  of  himself  never  van- 
ishing away,  but  subsisting,  the  essence  being  commu- 
nicated to  the  image.  ■  He  is  called  the  Word^ 
because  he  is  generated  by  thought  He  is  called  the 
Image,  because  thought  is  an  image  of  the  thing  thought 
upon.''t 


*  Ek  omBiboi  aateni,  qoe  ad  indieitidam  modum  ntiooeroqoe  sterae  few* 
ntioQii  amiUtuduiet  afivruntar,  ilia  propius  ad  rem  ▼kletur  ioeedere,  qua  sb  aaimi 
Boatrl  copUtione  ttimitur;  quamobrem  nnetm  JoanDet  Filiam  i^jn  Tcrbom  ap> 
pellat.  Ut  eniin  meoa  noiCra,  le  iptam  qiiodam  modo  intelligens  tai  effiapt  ii&a- 
ginemy  quam  Terbum  Tbeologi  dixenmt ;  ita  Heat,  quantum  tamen  dmaii  bo- 
nana  oonferri  poMUitt  aeiptum  inteUigtn$f  rerbum  rternam  general.  Arlit. 
Second,  lec.  xr. 

f  Ek  igitur  imago  eogitatione  Patris  genita.  ■  Pater  Bterana  sem  httam* 
gigmt  cogiUtiaQem  aoi^  qa»  ca  imago  IpiiiiB  boq  e7aoesoe.iu^  aed  nfaaiaceo% 


i>is.  If.  siSQtnsrnDiTs.  44jj^ 

Let  me  by  the  way  entreat  the  learned  reader^  to 
compare  these  sentences  of  Melancthon  with  Tertul- 
lian's  fifth  chapter  against  Praxeas,  and  judge  for  liim- 
self,  whether  TertnUian  and  Melancthon  had  not  the 
same  view  of  the  subject. 

Again,  in  the  form  of  examination  of  candidates  foir 
holy  orders,  Melancthon  says,  ^'  The  eternal  Son  is  the 
second  person  of  the  Divinity,  which  person  is  the  sub- 
stantial and  entire  image  of  the  eternal  Father,  which 
the  Father,  contemplating  and  conaidering  himself,  ge- 
nerates from  eternity/'*  The  same  thing  is  repeated 
nearly  in  the  same  words,  in  his  deflnitiohs  of  appella* 
tions,t  and  again,  in  his  second  expositidn  of  the  Nicene 
creed.J 

In  his  first  exposition  of  the  Nicene  creed,  he  says, 
^^  The  eternal  Father  is  a  divine  person,  eternal,  not 
sprung  of  any  other,  but  by  thovght  upon  himself  gene- 
rating from  eternity  the  coeternal  Son,  his  own  image. 
^The  Son  is  a  divine  person,  begotten  by  the  Fa- 
ther thinking  upon  and  contemplating  himself'^  Jl 

In  the  second  exposition,  he  says,  ^^  To  be  bom, 
is  of  the  intelligent  power  j  because  the  Son  is  bom  by 
thought."^ 


munieati  ipsi  ctMDtil.  ■  Dieitor  Ao>cf,  quia  cogitAtione  generatur.  Diciuir 
imago,  quia  cogitatio  est  imago  rei  oogiUtas.    Op.  Helanct  torn.  i.  p.  15& 

*  Filiiis  sternni  ett  seeanda  persona  divinitadsy  qaae  eat  substantialia  et  mtegr» 
imago  celeroi  Patrii,  quam  Pater  tete  intuent  et  cormderatts  ab  Kteroo  gignit 
Opera  Melanct  torn.  i.  p.  307. 

t  Tom.  i.  p.  350.  ^  Tom.  u.  p.  313,  and  p.  315. 

I  Fater  elernas  est  persooa  divina,  letema,  noa  nata  aliuade,  led  cojiiativne 
gtd  gigaena  ab  etemo  FUinm  ooBtemum^  imaginem  mam.  ■  "  Filiua  est  per- 
aooa  divina  genita  k  Patre  oogitante  ao  iatueote  aeipsum.  Sjrmp.  Nieen.  De  Tri- 
bus  peraoDis. 

§  Nasei  est  a  potentU  intelligeiile ;  qaia  FiUiis  cogltAtioDe  naseitar.   Tom.  C. 
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In  btt  annotations  upon  the  gospel  for  tte  feast  of 
the  nativity  he  says^  ^  Basil  and  others  say^  that  the 
Son  is  called  the  Word,  because  he  is  the  imagp  of  the 
Father,  generated  by  the  Father  thinking  UfOH  kbtu 
8df.  For  the  Father  cantempk^ing  himself^  generates 
a  thought,  which  is  called  the  Word ;  which  thought  is 
the  image  of  the  Father ;  into  which  image  the  Father, 
if  we  may  so  speak,  transfuses  his  own  essence.'^* 

So  possessed  was  Melancthon  with  this  notion,  wliidi 
Br  Priestley,  learned  only  in  his  oi^n  imaginatioaB, 
conceives  to  have  been  first  hatched  in  my  brain,  ages 
since  the  good  Melancthon  fell  asleep,  that  upon  eveiy 
occasion,  when  he  mendons  the  generation  of  the  Bon, 
he  introduces  this  notion  of  the  manner  of  it :  and  Me- 
lancthon,  the  learned  reader  will  observe,  never  dream- 
ed that  in  this  he  was  setting  up  a  notion  of  his  own : 
he  thought,  as  I  do,  that  the  fathers  entertained  the 
same  view  of  the  subject ;  and  that  this  view  of  the 
subject,  was  countenanced  by  the  phraseology  ctf  iioly 
writ 

Zanchius,  indeed,  an  orthodox  writer  of  grsat  pieiy 
and  learning,  speaks  of  this  same  notion  in  temi%  as 
it  may  seem,  of  strong  disapprobation :  ^^  What  sooie^ 
he  says,  as  the  schoolmen  write,  that  Ood  the  Father, 
by  seeing  and  considering  himself,  begot  the  Word, 
and  that  the  emanation  of  the  Son  from  the  Father, 
is  after  the  manner  of  an  emanation  of  intellect,  and 
other  things  of  that  kind,  which  have  no  proof  from 
the  word  of  God,  we  must  reject  them  as  rash  and 


*  BaiiBiii  et  afii  dieanty  FiGom  diet  Ar^  quia  nt  inufo  Ptttra^  genita  It  Vtian 
9tH  cogitante.  Pkter  enim  intuefu  m^  gignit  coptfttiootm,  <pm  vOMtnr  verfana  i 
qu»  MpUtio  ctt  iniago  Ptetii%  in  qoam  imagineni  Pater,  at  ita  dSeamiu^  CnMfim* 
dilwwm  enentiMBu   Toin«iu.p.  IS. 
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vain ;  that  is  to  say,  if  the  thing  he  positively  asserted 
to  he."*  Zanchias  therefore,  were  he  now  living  to  he 
a  witness  of  this  controversy  between  Dr  Priestley 
and  me,  would  have  taxed  me^  it  seems,  with  rashness 
and  presumption,  had  he  found  me  propounding  this 
notion  of  the  Divine  generation,  as  the  way  tn  wMch  the 
ihing  must  certainly  he  ;  but  he  would  have  little  ad- 
mired my  adversary's  learning,  or  commended  ids  mo- 
desty, when  he  upbraids  me  as  a  setter  forth  of  new 
doctrines  of  my  own  coinage,  and  challenges  me  to  pro- 
duce any  authority  ancient  or  modern,  in  support  of  this 
opinion  :  Zanchius  well  knew,  though  the  thing  is  un- 
known to  Dr  Priestley,  that  the  authority  of  the  school- 
men,  and  of  others,  is  on  the  side  of  the  opinion  :  and 
in  the  very  censure  which  he  passes  upon  the  doc- 
trine, he  acquits  all  of  his  own,  or  later  times,  of  the 
invention. 

But  in  truth,  this  learned  Galvinist  seems  to  have 
thought  no  worse  of  this  opinion,  than  I  myself  think 
of  it, — ^that  it  is  not  a  thing  to  be  too  positively  asserted 
80  to  be.  In  itself,  he  seems  to  have  thought  it  not 
improbable :  for,  in  another  part  of  bis  works,  he  men- 
tions it  as  a  notion,  furnishing  the  best  answer  to 
those  who  would  deny  the  Son's  eternity,  upon  the 
principles  so  frequently  alleged  by  the  Arians  and 
other  Antitrinitarians,  that  that  which  is  begotten,  must 
always  have  a  later  beginning  of  its  existence  than 
that  which  begets ;  and  that  all  generation  is  effected 


*  Catenim  quod  qQadam,  ut  leholaatiei*  ■eribiint,  Deum  patrem  w  videiido  et 
•onsiderando  ceoniaw  Ae>«y»  et  quod  emanatio  Filii  a  Patre  est  aeonndani  emana* 
tHmem  intelleetus,  et  afia  kl  geiiui,  qua  nonam  habent  ez  rttbo  Dei  testimQiiiniii^ 
rejieieixla  noUa  nnt  taoqoam  temeraria  et  vana ;  nempe  ti  ret  ita  leie.  habera 
aupvereCar.    Zanebins  De  Tiibn  Elohim.    Lib.  t.  e.  S. 
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bj  notion  and  change.  Such  objectiomi  he  aays,  may 
be  answared  by  analog^  taken  from  the  material 
world :  the  sun  at  all  times  generates  rays  from  his 
own  bo^ :  these  rays  are  emitted  without  any  changi 
in  the  son  himself-**^^  Bui  a  clearer  refutation/'  he 
iays^  ^^  may  be  drawn  from  the  example  of  mir  own 
incorporeial  intellect-— ^--InteUect,  in  the  energy  of 
intelligence  generates  another  qwrnAntelUct^  as  the 
fdiilasopbeni  call  it,  like  unto  itself;  which  for  this 
reason  is  called  by  us,  a  conception  of  Ae  mind  ;  by 
the  Plalonists,  mind  generated  of  mind ;  and  by  the 
fathers,  the  word  and  Aryn  of  the  mind.  And  this 
it  begetteth  within  itself.  And  there  is  no  such  thing 
4s  intellect  actually  intelligent,  that  is,  which  is  traly 
intellect,  without  this  other  generated  intellect;  and 
the  parwt  intellect  generates,  without  suffering  in  it- 
self any  change.'^*  Zanchius  suggests  these  philose- 
pineal  topicks  of  reply,  to  philosophical  arguments 
against  the  eternity  of  God  the  Skm.  This  analogy 
therefore,  between  the  FaUier's  generation  ei  the  Son, 
and  the  mind's  generation  of  a  conception  of  itself  m 
thonghti  he  esteemed  an  hypothesis  philosophbally  pro- 
bable ;  which  mi^t  be  very  properly  employed  to  con- 
^nce  those  who,  upon  philosophical  grounds,  made  a 
difficulty  of  the  only  begotten  Son^s  eternity,  that  what 
tibqr  cflJled  in  question  might  easily  be,  though  he 


*  Cbrioi  etiam  hmc  refatari  pomnt  exemplo  intelleetiu  ncMtri  mootptnL* 
IptoHecto^  dmn  iQtemp^  gignit  (pi  pbiloiophi  TOoant)  aliimi  <ffam 
libi  iimilem»  qoem  hme  ob  eausani  bm  eonceptum  mentisy  PlatODi«i 
Henitam  a  mente>  Plalres  ferlmm  ct  At>«r  mentit  appaDanut    at  mim  pput 
Inlni  te;  at  iMUM|iiam  intetteotiii  «it  aatn  intalligeiiiy «t  ideo  vara 
Iboa  ganito  altaro  mUtteeta  :  ct  qnldam  fin*  vlla  ioi  mutatiotte  gifuL 
lkNatmDBl.Uli.ile.7. 


thougbt  it  premmptooiis  fai  any  olie  to  assert  too  pos* 
Uively^  that  this  aiudqgjr  ^presents  the  way  m  wbkk 
the  thing  actually  is. 

If  the  Calvinists  have  been  shy  of  resoriag^  in  thdr 
disputes  with  Antitiinitarians,  to  the  argaments  wUeb 
Zancliias  suggests  and  recommends^  I  take  the  reason 
of  this  (o  be,  that  the  analogy  on  which  those  argmaents 
were  founded,  seemed  repugnant  to  an  opinion  wlucit 
Calvin  himself  was  thought  to  hold:  Calvin,  in  tbn 
heat  of  his  disputes  with  Talentlnus  Oentilis  and  Blan- 
dratta,  was  carried  to  the  use  of  some  unguarded  ex« 
pressions  wluch  seemed  to  inply>  that  the  existeooe  of 
the  Son  was  enthrety  independent  of  the  Father's  i  he 
went  indeed,  so  far^  as  to  question  the  propriety  of  the 
expression  in  the  Nleene  cieed,  <«  God  of  God."  Tina 
notion  was  considered  as  a  dangerous  noreUy,  and  gavn 
nmcb  alarm  to  aoHN;  of  the  most  eminent  divines  of  thos% 
times,  as  necessarily  terminating  in  one  or  the  other  of 
tw»  horrible  extremes :  SabellianlBm  on  the  one  hand, 
or  Tntbeism  on  the  other :  it  was  treated  with  great 
severity  by  writers  of  the  Boman  churchy  and  was 
strenuously  opposed,  tlmngh  with  much  moderatton  and 
esndeur,  by  my  iUnstrious  predecessor  Bishop  Bull, 
among  ourselves,  and  in  Holland,  by  Arminins^  Beza, 
in  his  pcefSKe  to  Athanasins's  dialogues,  makes  the 
apology  otf  Calvin ;  confessing  that  be  had  not  been 
auflleiendy  eircomspect  in  the  choice  of  expressions,  and 
allegiag,  that  bis  expressions  had  been  misondetatood ; 
whkh  I  take  indeed  to  be  the  truth.  It  seems  to  me, 
that  Calvin  meant  only  to  deny  that  the  Son  was  a 
contingent  being,  the  creature  of  die  Father's  will;  to 
assert  that  he  is,  strictly  speakingi  God ;  and  that  the 
existence  of  the  three  persons^  of  the  second  and  third 
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no  leM  than  of  the^int,  is  contained  in  the  very  no- 
tion of  a  God^  vhen  that  notion  is  accorately  devd. 
<^[»ed.  However,  his  words  were  otherwise  understood 
by  many  of  his  followers;  his  authority  gave  credit 
and  currency  to  an  error^  which  was  supposed  to  he 
his  doctrine^  and  the  notion  of  the  Son's  origioation 
in  the  necessary  ener^es  of  the  paternal  intellect,  is 
rejected  by  many  of  the  Calvinists,  more  peremptorily 
than  by  Zanchius. 

The  church  of  England,  with  her  usual  caution,  hatii 
abstained  from  giving  her  sanction  to  any  particular 
opinion,  concerning  the  manner  of  the  Divine  genera* 
tion.  Of  her  divines,  some  have  embraced  tlie  opinira 
which  I  have  acknowledged  for  my  own,  (particularly 
Br  Leslie,  in  his  Socinian  Controversy  Biscuasei,) 
and  a  great  majority  acknowledge  a  dependence  of  the 
Bon's  existence  on  the  Father,  strenuously  asserting 
in  the  language  of  the  Nicene  creed,  that  the  Son  is 
^*  QqA  of  Gk)d.''  But  some  of  no  inconsiderable  name^ 
have  adopted  what  was  thought  to  be  Calvin's  doctajne, 
in  an  extent  to  which  I  think  with  Bezay  Galvin  himself 
never  meant  it  should  be  carried. 

Upon  the  whole,  I  trust  it  appears  that  this  singu- 
lar  conceit  of  mine,  this  invention  for  which  I  am  chal- 
lenged to  produce  any  authority  ancient  or  modem,  is 
a  principle  that  was  tacitly  assumed  by  many  of  the 
fathers;  openly  maintained  by  some;  disputed  about 
by  the  schoolmen ;  approved  by  the  church  of  Rome ; 
maintained  by  the  greatest  of  the  Lutheran  divines ; 
objected  to  by  the  Calvinists  as  a  point  of  doctrine, 
but  received  by  some  of  the  most  learned  of  that  per- 
suasion,  as  at  least  a  probable  surmise.  About  the 
truth  of  the  opinion,  I  have  declared  that  I  will  not 
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dispute ;  and  I  shall  keep  my  word :  but  Dr  Priestley's 
rash  defiance,  I  may  place  among  the  specimens  with 
which  his  history  and  his  letters  to  me  abound,  of  his 
incompetency  in  this  subject,  and  of  the  effirontety  of 
that  incurable  ignorance,  which  is  ignorant  eyen  of  its 
own  want  of  knowledge. 


^jf^  onmnmoifaL  jus  r 


DISQUISITION  FIFTH. 

(ff  Origen^s  want  of  veracity. 

THE  defence  of  Origen's  veracity,  which  Dr  !Mest- 
ley  hath  attempted  to  set  up  in  the  second  of  his  Third 
Letters^  is  in  some  parts  so  weak^  and  in  others  so  dis- 
ingenuoos,  that  it  would  deserve  no  serious  reply,  if 
the  reader  might  be  considered  as  a  judge  before  whom 
Origen  was  arraigned,  who  would  be  obliged  by  his 
office  to  canvass  the  arguments,  and  weigh  the  evidmce 
on  both  sides  with  a  scrupulous  attention,  in  order  to  a 
solemn  condemnation  or  acquittal  of  the  accused  puty : 
but  it  may  be  expected  of  a  controversial  writer,  to  aave 
trouble  to  the  reader,  who  is  bound  to  no  such  oflfeial 
duty,  to  assist  him  in  forming  a  final  judgment  upon 
the  evidence  produced  on  either  side,  and  to  expose 
the  futility  of  ailments,  and  the  fallacy  of  assertion^ 
which,  in  a  criminal  process  before  any  of  his  Ma- 
jesty^s  judges  of  assize,  might  safely  be  trusted  to  ex- 
pose themselves. 

The  work  of  Gelsus  against  Ghrbtianity  being  lost, 
neither  the  plan  nor  the  matter  of  it  is  otherwbe  to  be 
known,  than  by  what  may  be  gathered  from  Origen's 
answer.  It  appears  from  Origen,  that  it  was  a  com- 
position  of  much  art,  and  highly  laboured :  many  of 
Celsus's  objections  were  delivered  in  the  person  of  a 
Jew,  who  is  supposed  to  address  his  discourse,  first  to 
Jesus,  and  afterwards  to  the  Hebrew  Christians :  in  the 
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discodrse  addressed  to  the  Hebrew  OhristiaiiSy  Celsus 
makes  his  Jew  upbraid  them  with  a  desertion  of  the 
Mosaick  law  :  to  this  reproach^  Ongeo^  in  vindication 
of  the  Hebrew  brethren,  gives  a  double  answer,  which 
1  have  shown  to  be  inconsistent  with  itself  in  the  two 
diflbrent  branches  :^  first  he  asserts,  that  the  Jews  be- 
lieving in  Christ  had  not  renounced  their  Judaism :  upon 
cccasion  of  this  assertion,  he  goes  into  a  discourse  of 
some  length,  about  St  Peter's  adherence  to  the  Mosaick 
law,  and  the  information  which  was  conveyed  to  that 
apostle,  in  a  vision  concerning  the  extinction  of  its  au- 
thority :  from  this  discourse,  he  runs  into  a  second  upon 
a  saying  of  our  Lord's,  which  he  expounds  as  an  asnig- 
anatical  allusion  to  the  intended  abrogation  of  the  law  : 
and  when,  in  this  digressive  way,  he  hath  written  ^^  about 
it  and  about  it,"  till  he  had  himself  forgotten,  or  might 
reasonably  trust  that  his  reader  would  have  foi^otten, 
the  position  with  which  this  prolix  discourse  began,  he 
enters  upon  the  second  branch  of  his  defence  of  the  He- 
brew brethren,  in  which  he  flatly  contradicts  his  first 
assertion,  insulting  over  Celsus's  ignorance,  who  had 
not  made  his  Jew  distinguish  the  different  sects  of  the 
converted  Hebrews, — two  of  which  observed  the  law, 
smd  one  of  which  had  to  all  intents  and  purposes 
abandoned  it  I  have  given  this  passage  at  length  in 
my  Remarks  on  Dr  Priestley's  Second  Letters'f  and 
shall  not  tire  my  reader's  patience  with  a  needless  re. 
petition  of  it 

Dr  Priestiey,  to  vindicate  Origen  from  the  charge  of 
aelf-contradiction  in  this  instance,  hath  recourse  to  a 


*  Remufc*  on  Dr  PricitleT'f  Second  LetCerf,  P.  II.  chap,  i.  see.  6. 
t  IhW. 
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very  corioas  piece  of  criticism.  He  bids  me  observe, 
that  Origen  contends  not  that  Celsos's  Jew,  had  lie 
said  what  Origen  says  he  should  have  said,  wcMild 
have  said  what  was  truey  but  what  was  plausihle  .**  the 
same  critical  sagacity  that  struck  out  this  distinction, 
might  have  perceived,  that  the  want  of  plausibiliiy  with 
which  Gelsns's  Jew  b  taxed,  consisted  in  the  confound- 
ing of  distinctions  which  actually  existed ;  and  thai  the  ex- 
isting distinctions  which  Celsus's  Jew  confounded,  were 
the  distinctions  between  the  Hebrew  sects,  two  observ- 
ing the  law,  and  one  disusing  it :  for  this  is  the  Ian- 
guage  of  Origen's  reproach — ^<  How  canfasedly  does 
Celsus's  Jew  speak,  when  he  might  have  said,  ^c." 
and  by  saying  so  have  avoided  the  imputation  of  emir 
Ihsion. 

The  plausibility,  of  the  want  of  which  Origen  com- 
plains in  the  discourse  of  Oelsus's  Jew,  is  what  may  be 
called  poetical  plausibility:  It  is  that  general  air  of 
troth,  which  a  writer  of  judgment  and  good  taste,  con- 
trives to  give  to  the  fable  of  a  drama,  by  an  attention  to 
the  peculiarities  of  times,  places,  manners,  and  charac- 
ters ;  a  neglect  of  which,  stamps  a  manifest  character  <tf 
clumsy  fiction  on  what  ought  to  seem  reality ;  as  would 
be  the  case  in  any  serions  play,  in  which  the  Maid  of 
Orleans  should  be  seated  on  the  Delphick  tripod,  or 
Hugh  Peters  introduced,  maintaining  the  divine  ri^its 
of  kings  and  bishops :  this  is  the  want  of  plausibfli^, 
with  which  Origen  taxes  Celsus ;  he  says,  that  Gelas^ 
with  all  his  great  pretensions  to  learning  and  tasis^ 
knew  not  the  common  rules  of  art  about  maintaining 
character  in  the  fiction  of  persons :  T«  i(xoxva«r  wl   §$U 


•  Third  Utten  ^  10. 


Hararcf  ro^rir  nr<  vfOfft9iroT9$af.  He  made  his  Jew  say 
Dvhafc  no  real  Jew  woald  have  said, — that  the  Hebrew 
Christians  in  general  had  deserted  the  law  of  their  an- 
cestors :  this  no  Jew  would  have  said,  because  it  was  a 
downright  falsehood,  which  every  Jew  must  have  known 
to  be  such.  Had  Origen  stopt  short  here,  he  would  not 
have  himself  betrayed  the  want  of  troth  in  his  first  as- 
sertion, that  the  whole  body  of  the  Hebrew  Christians 
retained  the  observation  of  the  law :  for  the  two  propo- 
sitions concerning  the  Hebrew  Christians,  that  they  had 
all  forsaken  their  law,  which  was  Celsus's  Jew's  asser- 
tion ;  and  that  none  of  them  had  forsaken  it,  which  was 
Origen's;  are  so  completely  opposite,  that  the  entire 
falsehood  of  the  one,  were  perfectly  consistent  with  the 
entire  truth  of  the  other :  but  Origen,  unfortunately  for 
his  own  credit,  goes  on  to  tell  his  reader  what  Celsus's 
Jew  might  have  said  with  more  plausibility,  i.  e.  with 
more  propriety  of  character — ^more  consistently  with  a 
Jew's  knowledge  of  the  truth — that  is,  more  truly :  so 
that  plausibility  and  truth,  in  this  use  of  the  word  plau« 
sibility,  are  the  very  same  thing.  Had  Celsus  made  his 
Jew  reproach  the  Hebrew  converts,  not  as  he  did,  with 
a  general  desertion  of  their  law,  but  with  great  disagree- 
ments among  themselves  about  the  extent  and  duration 
of  its  authority,  and  the  respect  due  to  it  under  the 
Christian  dispensation ;  he  would  have  made  his  Jew 
speak  more  in  character,  because  he  would  have  spoked 
more  consistently,  with  what  every  Jew  must  have 
known  to  be  the  real  state  of  opinions,  among  the  Chris- 
tians of  the  circumcision.  Had  Celsus's  Jew  talked 
Uke  a  Jew  upon  this  subject,  he  would  not  have  said, 
that  all  the  Hebrew  brethren  were  deserters  of  their 
law ;  bat  he  might,  it  seems,  with  great  propriety  have 
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flftid^  that  some  of  them  had  foraakea  it^  Thia  bad 
been  rery  consistent  with  that  aocnrate  informatioD^ 
which  a  Jew  might  be  expected  to  possess ;  conseqn^it- 
ly^  it  appears  that  Origen  should  not  have  said  that 
they  all  adhered  to  it ;  and  his  own  representajtioD  of 
the  facty  when  he  comes  to  state  it  accurately,  betrays 
the  falsehood  of  that  first  assertion. 

That  the  distinctions  which  Origen  says  Celsos's 
Jew  might  have  pat  between  the  Hebrew  GhriatiaiiSy 
were  diflbrences  really  subsisthig  in  that  body  ai  the 
time,  is  strongly  implied  in  the  form  of  the  ezpresaini 
tuf§Lfa»$f  hwiif ;  the  force  of  which  is  yety  imperfecfly 
rendered  in  my  translation  of  the  passage,  by  the  wordi 
^'  when  he  might  have  said''-<-it  had  been  better  midfir- 
ed,  ^^  when  he  had  it  to  say  :^  the  Greek  Words  lufm^ant 
wfuff  like  the  English  ^  he  had  it  to  sayi**  are  applicable 
only  to  (Substantial  facts^  which  might  safely  be  averred 
without  danger  of  refutation. 

Dr  Priestley  indeed  seems  willing  to  concede,  that 
Origen^  in  this  second  branch  of  his  reply  to  Celsos's 
Jew's  reproach,  ^'  may  allude  to  a  few**  of  the  Hdhrew 
Christians,  ^<  who  had  abandoned  their  ancient  cus* 
toms  f*^  so  that  the  question  at  last  comes  to  this :  how 
many  of  the  Hebrew  Christians  had  abandoned  these 
customs  ?  for  that  some  had  abandoned  them,  is  at  last 
confessed:  These  some  were,  by  Origen^s  acccmnt, 
enough  to  be  reckoned  a  sect :  hut  Dr  Priestley  bath 
taken  care,  to  settle  the  proportion  to  the  advanta^  cf 
hie  own  argument.  ^<  There  might  be,^  he  says,  ^^a 
few  Jewish  Christians  who  had  deserted  their  fimner 
customs,  which  would  have  given  Celsua  a  jrfaimUs 
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pretmee  for  making  siich  a  division  of  thern^  as  to  make 
these  one  of  the  classes^  yet  the  great  body  of  them  had 
not."^  But  there  b  nothing  in  Origen^s  expressions 
which  should  imply^  that  either  of  the  two  sects  of  thU 
Hebrew  Christians  which  retained  the  law,  was  a  great* 
er  body  than  the  sect  which  had  abandoned  it :  Same 
and  Same  and  Same^  is  the  word  by  which  the  mention 
of  eadi  class  is  introdoced ;  in  what  proportion  the  llrst 
'*  Some''  might  fall  short  of^  or  exceed  the  second  or  the 
thirds  it  exceeds  my  skill  in  computation  to  investigate : 
Dr  Priestley  perhaps  solved  the  problem,  in  that  early 
period  of  his  life,  when  he  was  addicted  to  mathema- 
tical pnrsoits.t 

But  1  have  maintained,  that  Origen^  in  the  sentence 
which  follows  this  division  of  the  Hebrews  professing 
Christuinity  into  tluree  classes,  ^ves  us  to  understand 
that  of  these  three  sorts,  they  only  who  had  laid  aside 
the  observation  of  the  Mosaick  law,  were  in  his  time 
considered  as  tme  Christians :  for  he  mentions  it^  as  a 
farther  proof  of  Celsus's  ignorance,  that  in  his  account 
of  the  heresies  of  the  ChristUn  church,  he  had  omitted 
the  iMnelites  beliemng  in  JesuSf  and  not  laying  aside  ihe 
law  cf  their  ancestors.-  I  refer  the  reader  to  an  exact 
translation  of  Origen's  words,  in  my  Bemarks  upon  Dr 
Priestley's  Second  Letters4 

Upon  this,  Dr  Priestley  says  to  me  in  the  first  of  his 
third  Letters,  <<  From  this  construction  of  the  passage, 
a  person  might  be  led  to  think,  that  Origen  represented 
Gelsus  as  having  nndertaken  to  give  an  account  of  the 
heresies  in  the  Christian  church,  and  as  having  in  that 
account  omitted  the  Israelites  believing  in  Christ,  and 

« 
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not  layiDg  aside  the  rites  of  thek  anoestoTS ;  and  upoft 
DO  other  ground  can  yoar  insinoation  stand.^^*  On  no 
other  groand  I  declare^  does  my  insinuation  stand :  but 
I  am  confident,  that  with  the  exception  of  Dr  Priestley 
and  his  associates  and  admirers,  eveiy  person  who  will 
take  the  trouble  to  consider  the  passage  as  it  stands  in 
Origen's  discourse,  will  perceive  that  mine  b  the  plain 
and  natural  construction  of  it :  every  unprejudiced  per- 
son who  can  construct  the  passage  for  himself,  will  per- 
ceive, that  Origen  hath  indeed  thus  represented  Gelsos, 
as  pretending  to  give  an  account  of  the  heresies  aaoi^ 
Christians,  and  in  that  account,  inserting  some  who  had 
not  a  right  to  be  inserted,  and  omitting  others  who  had : 
of  Gelsus's  work,  as  hath  been  before  remarked^  we 
know  not  the  contents,  but  so  far  as  they  may  be  gath^ 
ed  from  Origen's  reply :  it  should  seem  from  this  pas- 
sage in  Origen,  that  Gelsus,  in  some  part  of  his  woik, 
had  found  it  to  his  purpose  to  enumerate  the  prindpsl 
sects,  of  which  he  would  have  it  believed  the  general 
body  of  the  Christians  was  composed :  it  is  not  difficult 
to  conceive,  how  it  might  be  to  his  purpose  to  ennmeimts 
sects,  and  make  as  many  of  them  as  he  could ;  he  ought 
intend  by  this,  to  throw  discredit  on  Christians  in  gfr* 
neral,  as  disagreeing  among  themselves,  and  brnken 
into  parties  about  the  particulars  of  the  revelakioDS, 
which  they  professed  in  common  to  believe«*^-Origea 
says,  that  in  the  execution  of  this  design,  he  numbered 
among  the  heresies  of  the  church,  impious  sects^  which 
were  not  to  be  deemed  in  any  degree  Christian,  and  pas- 
sed unnoticed,  or  knew  not  of  the  real  heresy  of  the  Ju- 
daizing  Hebrews :  this  is,  in  itself,  a  very  just  and  peril- 
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nent  objection  to  Celsos's  eDumeration ;  but  then  it  is  a 
confession^  that  the  Jadaizing  Hebrews  were  an  heretic 
cal  sect,  and  of  conseqaencei  that  Origen  asserted  what 
was  fiilse^  when  he  said  of  the  Hebrew  Christians  in 
general^  that  they  Judaized ;  for  that  the  great  body  of 
the  Hebrew  Christians  was  deemed  heretical,  is  what 
I  believe  no  adventurer  in  ecclesiastical  history  hath 
ever  yet  affirmed. 

Another  instance  which  I  produced  *  of  Origen's  dis- 
position to  prevaricate,  is  his  answer  to  Celsns's  Jew's 
objection  to  the  fiimous  prophecy,  of  the  miraculous 
conception  contained  in  Isaiah  viL  14.  Celsus's  Jew 
maintains,  that  the  Hebrew  word  in  that  text  which  the 
Christians,  with  the  old  Greek  translators,  understand 
to  signify  a  virgin,  properly  renders^  not  the  conditioa 
of  virginity,  but  the  season  of  youth ;  not  a  virgin,  but  a 
young  woman :  Origen,  to  prove  on  the  contrary  that 
this  word  properly  renders  a  woman  in  the  state  of  vir- 
gjmity,  cites  a  text  in  Deuteronomy,  where  he  would 
liave  it  believed,  that  the  word  in  question  is  clearly 
used  in  that  sense :  but,  according  to  our  modem  copies 
of  the  Hebrew  text,  the  words  which  correspond  to  the 
Greek  ^frmf^uf  in  the  two  passages  iu  Isaiah  and  Deu- 
teronomy, are  two  different  words ;  and  there  is  much 
reason  to  believe,  as  1  have  shown  in  my  Remarks  on 
Dr  Priestley's  Second  Letters^f  that  the  same  two  dif- 
ferent  words  occurred  in  the  two  passages  in  the  copies 
of  Origen's  time,  and  that  Origen  himself  was  apprised 
of  the  difference :  the  text  in  Deuteronomy  therefore,  as 
it  stands  in  the  modern  Hebrew  text,  and  as  it  probably 
jitood  in  the  more  ancient  copies,  affords  no  illustration 
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of  Isaiah's  woidfl ;  and  Origen'a  ezprwdmia  ^re  Ilia 
greatest  cause  to  suspect,  that  he  well  knew  the  in- 
firmity  of  his  own  argument ;  and  by  consequence^  that 
in  the  use  of  such  an  argnment,  he  was  goil^  of  pm- 
▼arication. 

Dr  Priestley  says  to  me,  in  the  first  of  his  Third 
Letters,  <<  The  question  between  Ortgen  and  the  Jews, 
was  not  what  was  the  word  in  the  Hebrew,  but  what 
was  the  meaning  of  it  in  a  particolar  place,''^  It  is 
true :  the  main  question  between  Origen  and  Celsns's 
Jew,  was  about  the  meaning  of  a  word  in  a  text ;  bni 
then,  the  question  was  not  indefinite  about  one  or  aooth* 
w  of  different  words  in  different  phices :  it  was  abont  a 
particular  word  in  a  particular  place~aboot  the  mean- 
ingof  the  wwd  ro^  in  Isaiah  viL  14b  Thb  was  indeed 
Uie  question  between  Origen  and  Celsus's  Jew ;  but 
the  question  between  Dr  Priestley  and  me  is,  by  what 
sort  of  aigoment  Origen  attempted  to  sustain  his  own 
opinion,  upon  the  matter  in  debate  between  him  and  ttie 
Jew  ?  Whether,  by  such  an  argument  as  might  have 
been  employed  by  an  honest  disputant,  who  had  pm* 
ferred  general  truth  to  victoiy  in  a  particolar  queedoa. 
Origen,  to  justify  the  sense  in  which  he  understood  the 
word,  resorts  to  a  critical  aigument :  he  appeals  to  a 
passage  in  Deoteronfmqr,  in  which  he  would  have  it 
beUeved,  that  the  word  was  indisputably  used,  in  the 
same  sense  in  which  he  understood  it  to  be  used,  in  die 
text  in  question  in  Isaiah :  now  it  is  evident,  that  this 
critical  argument,  rests  entirely  upon  the  identity  of  the 
word  in  the  two  different  texts ;  and  Origen's  good  fiutti 
in  the  use  of  that  argument,  rests  on  his  knowledge  or 
belief  of  the  identity :  1  remark,  that  Origen  takes  not 
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upon  kim  to  afflnn  positively  this  identity  of  the  word^ 
upon  which  his  whole  argument  depends,  but  speaks  of 
it  as  from  hearsay  only : — I  remark^  that  from  the  pre- 
tent  state  of  the  Hebrew  text^  there  is  great  reason  to 
think  that  this  hearsay  was  a  false  report ;  for,  in  the 
text  in  Deuteronomy,  we  find  not  ndrf  but  rhna :  nor  did 
Dr  Kennicott  find  noSp  in  the  text  cited  by  Origen  from 
Deuteronomy,  in  any  one  of  the  innumerable  copies 
which  he  collated.  Now  I  say,  that  the  confessed 
sense  of  the  word  rhm^  in  Deuteronomy^  can  never  settle 
the  disputed  sense  of  the  word  no^  in  Isaiah :  and  I 
say,  that  the  doubtful  manner  in  which  Origen  speaks 
of  the  identity  of  the  two  words  in  Isaiah  and  Deutero- 
nomy, creates  a  vehement  suspicion,  that  the  words 
were  different  in  the  copies  of  his  time,  as  they  are  in 
those  of  the  present  day ;  and  that  Origen  well  knew> 
that  his  argument  was  founded  on  a  misrepresentation 
of  the  text  in  Deuteronomy.* 

Dr  Priestley  adds,  <<  admitting  that  the  dispute  was 
about  the  true  reading  in  the  original,  what  great  mat- 
ter was  there  in  Origen's  saying  the  Jews  said  so,  when 
he  Imew  that  what  they  said  was  true  ?''t  Here  again> 
we  have  a  beautiful  specimen,  of  our  Ghreek  professor^s 
readiness  in  the  Greek  language :  Hie  Jews  said  so ! 
Origen  says  nothing  of  what  the  Jews  said :  there  is 
no  mention  of  Jews,  more  than  of  Glmrokees,  except 
of  Oelsus's  fictitious  Jew^  in  this  part  of  Origen's  dis- 
course. The  nominative  of  the  verb  fwr$  is  not  the 
JewSf  but  the  indefinite  plural  understood ;  which  is 
usually  expressed  in  the  English  language  by  the  pro« 
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noan  they  used  iBdefiaiielyy  and  ia  the  French  by  on ; 
bat  in  the  Greek  and  the  Latin  languages,  is  always 
Jh^  nndefstoody  never  is  expressed :  oV  f^h  ^  oiwnt.    ^*  As 

they  say/'  t,  e.  ^^  As  is  generally  said."  Origen  af- 
'  ^  firms  no,  that  what  was  generally  said  was  true :  that 
he  should  shelter  himself  under  the  anthority  of  a  vague 
report,  in  a  point  so  essential  to  his  argomenty  in  whidi 
he  was  so  competent  to  judge  how  the  case  really 
stood ;  is  a  strong  presumption  that  he  knew^  not  ttiat 
this  report  was  true,  but  that  it  was  the  reverse  of  truth : 
that  it  was  the  reverse  of  truth,  is  in  the  highest  degree 
probable,  from  the  present  state  of  the  Hebrew  text:  that 
Origen  knew  it  to  be  the  reverse  is  highly  probable,  from 
the  suspicious  manner  in  wliich  he  appeals  to  it :  and, 
upon  the  gp'ound  of  this  strong  presumptive  evidence,  my 
impeachment  of  his  veracity  in  this  instance  stands. 

Dr  Priestley,  in  relating  my  remark  upon  Origen's 
critical  argument,  hath  taken  care  to  omit  that  very  ma- 
terial part  of  it,  Uiat  in  our  modem  copies  of  the  Hebrew 
Bible,  the  word  which,  by  the  consent  of  all  interpre- 
ters, denotes  a  virgin  in  the  text  cited  from  Deuteronomy, 
is  a  di£ferent  word  from  that  which  the  LXX  with  great 
propriety  render  a  virgin  in  Isaiah :  this  art,  which  Dr 
Priestley  is  so  apt  to  employ,  of  reducing  an  ai^mnent 
which  he  would  refute,  by  well-managed  abridgsMOts^ 
to  a  form  in  which  it  may  be  capable  of  refutation,  indi- 
cates so  near  a  resemblance  between  the  characters  of 
Origen  and  his  Hf/peraapieies  in  the  worst  part  (tf^fM- 
gen's,  that  perhaps  I  might  not  be  altogether  nigasti- 
fiable,  were  I  to  apply  to  the  Squire  the  words  which 
Mosheim  so  freely  uses  of  the  Knight,  Ego  hitic  testi, 

BTIAMSI  JURATO,   QUI   TAU  MANIFESTO  FUMOS  TEXDIT, 
MB  MON  CBEDITUBUM  BSSB  GONFlRlftO. 
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DISaUISITION  SIXTH. 

Cf  St  Jerome^ s  orthodox  Hebrew  ChristiaM* 

IN  the  fourth  of  his  Third  Letters,  Dr  Priestley  pro« 
fessefl  to  consider  the  evidence  from  Jerome,  in  favour 
cf^ie  existence  cf  a  church  of  orthodox  Jewish  ChriS' 
tian»  at  JerusaleTn,  after  the  time  of  Adrian.^  The 
learned  reader  will  be  pleased  to  recollect^  that  my 
proof  of  the  existence  of  such  a  church  rests  in  part 
onlyi  upon  St  Jerome's  evidence :  the  entire  proof  rests 
upon  seyen  positionsi  laid  down  by  me  in  my  Remarks 
upon  Dr  Priestley's  Second  Letters,  P.  II.  chap,  ii; 
and  Bt  Jerome's  evidence  goes  barely  to  the  proof  ol 
the  last  of  those  positions,  the  seventh :  namely,  ^'  that 
a  body  of  orthodox  Christians  of  the  Hebrews,  was  i^c* 
tually  existing  in  the  world  mueh  later  than  in  the  timp 
of  Adrian  :"t  St  Jerome's  evidence  is  brought  for  the 
proof  of  this  position  singly ;  and  this  proved  by  Bt 
Jerome's  evidence,  in  conjunction  with  six  other  priv* 
ciples  previously  laid  down,  in  the  proof  of  which  St 
Jerome  is  not  at  all  concerned,  makes  the  whole  evi- 
dence of  the  main  fact  which  I  affirm ;  that  a  church  of 
orthodox  Christians  of  the  Hebrews  ^sjisted  at  iBliSy 
from  the  final  dispersion  of  the  Jews  by  Adrian^  to  a 
much  later  period4 
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Dr  Priestley  telU  me,  that  ^'  before  1  caa  show  that 
the  passage  in  Jeromei  on  which  I  lay  so  great  a  stress^ 
is  at  all  to  my  purpose,  I  mast  prove  the  three  following 
things :  first,  that  the  Hebrews  believing  in  Christ  weie 
different  from  the  Nazarenes ;  secondly,  that  the  for- 
mer  were  completely  orthodox ;  and  thirdly,  that  those 
iMTthodox  Jewbh  Christians  resided  at  Jemsalem.^* 

Certainly,  it  most  be  an  argument  of  little  significance^ 
that  cannot  be  applied  to  the  matter  in  qoestion,  till  the 
thing  to  be  proved  by  it  hath  been  previonsly  proved 
from  other  principles  :  Dr  Priestley  hath  confessed,  that 
lie  sometimes  condescends  to  amuse  himself  wifli  the 
fiArlcation  of  such  a^uments  ;t  but  I  would  not  wil- 
lingly be  detected  in  the  use  of  them :  I  contend^  that 
the  passage  in  St  Jerome^s  commentary  on  Isaiah,  (s 
which  1  refer  in  my  Remarks  on  Dr  Priestley's  Second 
Letters,  (Part  11.  chap.  ii.  sec.  8.)  which  Dr  Priestley 
hath  ^ven  a.t  length,  in  the  fourth  of  hb  Third  Letters ;% 
I  contend,  that  this  passage  itself  contains  a  clear  proo^ 
that  the  persons  there  mentioned  nnder  the  descriptioa 
of  ^*  Hebrews  believing  in  Christ,"  and  under  the  name 
of  '<  Nazarenes,''  were  diflbrent  persons :  I  contend, 
that  this  same  passage  affords  a  strong  presomptive  ar- 
gument, that  the  former  were  completely  CHihodoz.  The 
existence  of  these  Hebrew  believers  in  the  tame  of  fit 
Jerome,  being  thus  proved  by  St  Jerome's  evidence;  the 
probability  of  the  fact  that  they  resided  at  .filia,  and  that 
such  a  body  had  been  settled  at  ^lia  from  the  time  of 
Adrian  downwards,  rests  upon  my  six  former  positions. 

St  Jerome  relates,  as  I  have  observed,  (Remark^ 

*  TMrd  Letter!,  p.  88. 

i  Pint  Letten,  p.  190 ;  and  aee  mj  X^etten^  R^Ptf*  I^etter  na^. 

I  Third  Utlttiy  p.  81. 


jEKiA  n  jusauxaixioziB.  40y 

Part  II.  chap.  ii.  sec.  8.)  two  diffisrent  expoBittons  of 
the  prophecy  delivered  by  Isaiah  ia  -the  begtmiiDg  of 
the  ninth  chapter^  oonoeming  Zabulan  and  NaphtaU : 
the  flrat  of  theae  exporitbnfl  he  aaciibea  to  <<  the  He* 
brews  believiDg  in  Christy"  the  other  to  <<  the  Naza* 
renes,  tehoae  opinion  he  had  given  aJboveJ^  Dr  Priest- 
ley thinks,  that  by  these  Nazarenes  St  Jerome  <<^did 
not  intend  any  other,  than  the  Hebrews  believing  in 
Christ,  bnt  only  meant  to  vary  his  mode  of  expres- 
sion  :''*  This  mi^t  seem  probable,  if  the  difference  of 
name  were  the  only  note  of  diflforence  between  the  peo« 
pie ;  and  if  the  Nazarenes  had  not  been  mentioned  be« 
fore  by  their  proper  mune,  and  a  particnlar  opinion 
mentioned,  as  pecnliar  to  the  person  so  named ;  bnt  to 
suppose,  that  under  all  these  drcumstances,  8t  Jerome 
hath  described  the  same  people  under  different  names^ 
merely  for  the  sake  of  varying  liis  mode  of  expression^ 
is  to  suppose,  that  he  bath  varied  his  expression  when 
it  ought  least  of  all  to  have  been  varied,  and  when  m 
variation  could  serve  no  purpose  but  to  create  confusions 
an  imputation  to  which  St  Jeromo  is  too  good  a  writei^ 
to  be  liable.  The  Mazarenes  are  twice  mentioned  by 
St  Jerome  nnder  their  proper  namo,  in  his  commentary 
on  the  next  preceding  chapter  of  Isaiah's  prophecies : 
the  eighth.  Upon  the  passage — in  lapiiem  ofutem  of" 
fensumu  et  jpetram  scandati  daubua  dondbus  Israel. — 
St  Jerome  romarks>  that  '^  the  Nazarenes  who  so  re- 
ceive Ghrist,  that  they  discard  not  the  rites  of  the  an. 
cient  law,  interpret  these  two  houses  of  the  two  schools 
«f  Sammai  and  Hillel,  from  which  sprang  the  Ssribes 
mid  Pliarisees,— and  that  these  are  the  two  houses  that 


reorind  not  tiie  Savifmr,^  ftc  j&gAiOy  ii|Nm  &e  pas* 
M0B  at  tbe  condaaioQ  of  the  Mine  ciMiptery-*->ciiiii  £«e^ 
rintad  vob  fumrite  m  PytkomiMf^-^B  ieantk%  that  tte 
Nttarenes  ecqKrand  tUui  puftge  abo  te  ike  dividiraa. 
iegi  itf  tiie  Scribes  and  Pharisees.  Tbe  penens  wbosi 
he  meatioas  under  tbe  same  name  in  his  ommBealaiy 
apon  the  mnth  cbaptsri  pat,  as  be  afflnas,  a  aiwiar 
sense  upon  the  flntTerses  of  that :  eaqpoandiBgtto  dstlu 
■ess  and  shadow  of  deaths  which  overspsead  tfie  land  of 
Zabnlon  and  Napbtali^  of  the  lead  of  Pharisaical  oeve* 
■koniesi  firom  which  tliey  were  delivered  by  the  goqpd  t 
eectainly^  these  persons  aisationed  by  the  same  name,  u 
exponndii^  passa^  so  near  to  esch  other^  in  the  8II1 
and  Olh  chapters  of  Isaiah,  so  mnch  to  tiie  same  pnposei 
were  flie  same  persetts;  and  when  Bt  Jerasie  in  Us 
amnaentary  on  tbe  ninth  ckspter  mentbns  ^^flm  Nasa- 
lenei^  wha$e  opmUm  he  had  given  oAoe^"  ha  refers  te 
that  opinion  of  tbe  Naaarenes,  wMch  he  had  aotmdly 
nlated  jost  above  in  his  coBHaentaiy  on  tiie  d^hth  di^ 
ter.  But  <^  the  Hdbrews  bdieving  in  Ohrist,"  gave^ 
aocoidiag  to  St  Jerome,  an  exposition  of  this  pro|ihetjr 
ooneeming  tbe  land  of  Zabalnn  and  Napbtali,  very  dif- 
ferent from  tlmt  which  is  ascribed  by  him  to  the  Naaea- 
renes :  they  imagined  that  the  propheti  in  the  miaeries 
which  he  describes  of  (hose  northern  provinces,  alladed 
to  tbe  miseries  of  tbe  captiviiy,  which  they  were  the  irst 
to  undergo ;  as  in  compensatimi,  they  were  the  ftrat  who 
enjoyed  tbe  light  of  our  Lord's  own  preaching.  What 
similitude  can  Dr  Priestley  find  between  these  two  ei> 
posittons  P  What  connexion  between  the  miseries  of  ths 
captivity,  and  tbe  load  of  Pharisaical  ceiwioides  P  Te 
say  as  Sr  Priestley  says,  that  tbe  Nazarsan  exposition, 


ifis.  Ti*  mMfnsmoira.  4Bn 

WM  raly  ^  a  fitrfher  IllQftKaticn'^  irfthk  of  the  Hebrew 
Christians^  is  as  if  any  one  sfaoaM  say^  that  Br  Priest* 
ley's  exposition  of  the  beginning  of  St  John's  goq^l^  is 
only  an  ilhistration  of  mine. 

Here  thm^  two  di&reiit  exposittens  of  one  and  the 
same  praphetick  text^  are  ascribed  to  expositors  desm. 
bed  vnder  two  fiffisrent  names :  the  taecessary  inference 
is,  that  these  expositors,  differing  in  their  names  and  ini 
their  leiukiments,  were  different  persons ;  er,  to  speak 
more  aocoratefyy  since  they  are  names  of  bodies  by 
which  th^  are  severally  described,  two  different  sects : 
This  is  St  Jerome^s  evidence,  that  the  Bebiews  be* 
Ueving  in  Christ,  wwe  dMhrent  people  from  the  Na« 
zarenes. 

Bkr  FriesOey  thinks  it  a  prcsnaiptive  argomtiirt,  that 
these  Hebrew  Chiistkns  wete  the  same  with  the  Naza*' 
renes,  and  indeed  with  the  Bbienftes ;  that  St  Jerome 
inirodnces  thrir  inteqiretatlon  of  the  prophecy,  ^  after 
g^Ying  a  traosktion  of  the  passage  by  Aqnila  and  Bym- 
nachns,  both  EftnoBites."t  I^^  regard  being  paid  td 
tins  chrcomstanoe^  Br  Priestley  thinks  this  passage  rf 
St  Jerome,  ^^  famishes  an  aignment  that,  in  tiie  idea  of 
Jerome,'^  these  Hebrews  ^  were  the  very  same  people" 
with  the  Nazarenes ;  ^if  it  does  not  also  prove,  that 
thmr  opinions  were  the  same  wltii  those  of  Aqnila  and 
Symmachns^  or  of  the  £bionitea,^| 

Tlie  hct  however  is,  tiMU  tfiese  Hebrew  Christians, 
as  it  should  seem  from  their  Mposition  of  the  prophecy, 
in  this  passage  at  least,  followed  not  the  translatbn* 
either  of  Aqnila  or  Symmachns,  so  fkr  as  we  know  what 
thew  translations  of  this  passage  were^  from  the  in» 
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iENrnuUiOB  wbich  St  Jerome  hafh  given :  the  Hebrew 
Obrifltianfl  took  the  word  «^<yj  to  be  the  proper  iuum  of 
the  regum  of  Ghdflee ;  whereas  hoth  Aqdla  mud  Syn* 
machos,  as  St  Jerome  tells  as,  took  it  for  an  appellative; 
and  this  drcomstance,  thev  different  interpretations  of 
that  single  word,  with  Symmaohns's  intopretation  of 
another  singile  word  in  the  first  verse,  is  all  that  St  Je. 
rome  hath  <^  fpven''  ns,  of  the  translations  of  this  paasags 
by  Aqoila  and  Symmachos ;  thoD|^  Dr  Prieatley  hath 
thought  proper  to  speak  as  if  St  Jerome,  in  his  oovmea. 
tary,  had  ^ven  their  entue  translations  of  the  prophecy, 
end  would  lead  Ida  readers  to  beiifive^  that  the  exposi- 
tion of  the  Hebrew  Cloistians,  waa  founded  on  thoss 
tanslations. 

The  probable  argument,  that  the  Hebrew  Ohriatiaiif 
were  orthodox,  is  this :  that  the  character  given  of  time 
by  an  orthodox  writer  is  simply  this,  <<  that  they  believed 
in  Christ,"  without  any  thing  to  distinguish  their  belief 
from  the  common  belief  of  the  diurch,  widiont  abj  note 
of  its  enoT  or  imperfection.  This  argument  acquira 
gpfeat  weij^t  from  the  well  known  temper  of  St  Jesoaia 
and  Ids  times.^ 

Dr  Priestley  thinks  it  ^  remarkable,  that  hartag  be- 
fore maintained,  that  those  whom  Jerome  called  Chris- 
tians in  his  epistle  to  Austin,  were  orthodox,  I  should 
now  allow,  that  by  the  same  term  he  here  means  hoe. 
ticks ;  and  that  the  phrase  beUemng  in  Chriatf  should 
now  be  a  character  of  complete  orthodoxy,  when  in  thai 
epistle  it  is  predicated  of  the  heretical  Ebioniles  :"t  I 
never  maintained,  that  the  Nazarenes  mentioned  by  St 
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Jerome  in  his  epistle  to  St  Aastfn^  weie  orthodox  ChrLi* 
iians — ^I  malDtained  the  coutraiy:*  1  only  maintain^ 
that,  upon  the  partkalar  article  of  oar  Lord's  divinity, 
they  were  certainly  orthodox ;  and  so  far  as  we  know^ 
in  most  other  articles  of  their  creed :  bnt^  by  their  bigot- 
ted  attachment  to  the.law,  they  were  hereticks.  1  have 
9ven  my  reasons  f  why  I  think  the  Nazarenes  mention- 
ed here^  a  different  set  of  people  from  the  Nazarenei 
mentioned  in  the  epistle  to  St  Austin ;  and  still  less^  if 
at  all,  heretical :  of  the  Ebionites^  the  belief  in  Christ  ia 
not  predicated  in  that  epistle  simply,  as  here  of  the  He- 
brews, without  any  thing  to  distinguish  their  belief  from 
the  common  belief  of  the  church — ^without  any  note  of 
its  error  or  imperfection : — St  Jerome,  when  ho  speaka 
of  the  belief  of  the  Bbionites,  marks  and  reprobates 
their  misbelief  in  the  distinctest  and  severest  terms.  At 
this  day,  the  word  bdievery  in  its  common  acceptation, 
•ignifies  a  sound  Christian :  but,  with  certain  additions 
to  qualify  and  restrain  its  meaning,  I,  uncharitable  and 
intderant  as  I  am,  might  apply  it  even  to  Dr  Priestley : 
but  it  would  hardly  be  understood,  that  by  such  an  appli- 
aation  of  it,  I  could  mean  to  allow  that  Dr  Priestley  is  a 
believer  in  the  full  sense  of  the  word — ^it  would  certainly 
be  in  very  different  senses,  that  I  should  apply  this  same 
word  to  Dr  Priestley,  and  to  the  Dean  id  Oanterbuiy, 
Professor  White,  or  Mr  Parkhurst. 

If  there  be  any  thing  in  Dr  Priestley's  Letters  which 
I  receive  with  particular  complacency,  it  is  the  kind  con- 
cern whkh  he  sometimes  diseovers,  lest,  in  my  headless 
zeal  to  oppose  his  opinions,  I  should  suflbr  my  own  foot 
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to  flip  fiom  the  Mnigbt  line  of  orikoiMy :  ki  leply  Id 
mj  retMiiiiig,  fer  the  orthodoxy  of  one  breiK^  at  least 
of  the  Nezeieaee,  fnm  the  wpoeitiOB  eMribod  to  thai 
fcj  St  Jerome  of  leeiikh  viii.  £<»  14^*  by  vfaidi  it  deei^ 
appeaiii  that  they  thought  the  Savjour  of  (he  wwld  de- 
oigpied  ia  that  peaeage  by  the  title  of  mm  mR«,  he  tdk 
mdf  that  ^  he  woaden  ^t  this  mode  of  interpvefieg 
ficriptafe,  dmidd  not  etagge?  oToa  myieif :  Be  4hQ|^i^ 
that  the  meet  orthodox  of  the  preaeat  day  had  baiieiiH 
Ihat  the  pereoa  chvectariaed  by  the  title  of  the  I^erd  tf 
luM  tsy  had  hamp  pot  the  Soo  bat  the  Father/'f  80  he 
iMiy  hayethoa^:  that  he  hath  80  ihoaghty  only  pnvei^ 
thai  he  if  aa  UMe  nrjpiahited  with  the  wtfaodoay  of  tk 
fireaeaty  aa  of  paat  daya :  the  orthodox  of  the  preaeat 
iday  weU  tuiowt  ithet  the  Son  bq  leaa  thw  4ie  Father^  k 
lAen  chaiederiaed  hi  the  Old  TeatamMt  by  the  weri 
Jehovah,  put  ebadutely:  they  ]mld  jit  oae  im^vogpiUB 
aiigiiffleat  ctf  the  Soa'a  dimity,  that  the  writers  of  the 
^ew  Teatament  naually  meataim  Chiiat^  by  the:  tide  af 
Kvfmcf  ^  the  Lord  f  which  ia  the  word  tha^  throi^Hiit 
the  Old  Teatament,  io  the  Greek  vera&on  of  the  LXK, 
ia  uaed  aa  eqaivaleitt  to  the  Hebrew  Jehovah.  Hin 
whom  the  apoatlea  and  evaageliata  called  KvfMc,  writlBg 
in  the  Greek,  timy  moat  have  called  mm  (Jehovah)  had 
Ihey  written  in  tlie  Hebrew  langaag^~the  orthodoK  af 
the  preaent  day  believe,  becanae  they  know  St  John  be* 
lievod  it,  that  €hrfat  Jeena  ia  the  Jbhotah,  whom  the 
.prophet  aaw  «ipon  the  throne  the  year  that  Mm^VwfiA 
4ied,  whoea  praiaea  were  Oie  theme  of  the  fhwyphidr 
Song,  whoae  glory  fiUed  the  temple* 


^^ 
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The  difltiirbed  foundatimi  of  the  church  of  M&BLf  are 
again  settled  :  I  coald  wish  to  trust  them  to  thdr  own 
solidity^  to  withstand  any  future  attacks.  I  could  wish 
to  take  my  final  leave  of  this  unpleasiog  task^  of  hunt- 
ing an  uninformed^  uncandid  adversary,  through  the 
mazes  of  his  blunders  and  the  subterfuges  of  his  sophis- 
try. But  I  have  found,  by  the  experience  of  this  con* 
flict,  that  a  person  once  engaging  in  controversy,  is  not 
entirely  at  liberty  to  choose  for  himself  to  what  length 
he  will  carry  the  dispute,  and  when  he  will  desist :  I 
perceive  that  I  was  guilty  of  an  indiscretion,  in  disco- 
vering an  early  aversion  to  the  continuance  of  the  c(m- 
test:  my  adversary  perhaps,  would  have  been  less  hardy 
in  assertion,  and  more  circumspect  in  argument,  had  I 
not  ^ven  him  reason  to  expect,  that  every  assertion 
would  pass  uncontradicted,  and  every  aigument  uncan* 
vassed :  unambitious  therefore  as  I  still  remain,  of  the 
honour  of  the  last  word,  be  it  however  understood,  thai 
if  Dr  Priestley  should  think  proper  to  make  any  further 
defence,  or  any  new  attack,  I  am  not  pledged  either  to 
reply  or  to  be  silentw 
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APPENDIX- 


BISHOP  HORBLET  has  declared,  that  in  pub- 
lishing  the  preceding  Tracts,  his  object  was  not  to  bring 
forward  any  new  argument  in  support  of  the  divinity  of 
oar  Blessed  Lord>  or  of  the  Oaiholick  doctrine  of  the 
Trinity;  hot  to  destroy  the  credit  of  an  author  by  whom 
these  doctrines  had  been  attacked,  by  showing,  fliat  a^ 
an  ecclesiastical  historian  and  Greek  scholar,  he  had  no 
claim  to  such  deference  as  had  been  generally  paid  tQ 
him^  in  the  character  of  a  chemical  philosopher.  That 
the  Bishop  has  incidentally  added  strength  to  the  argu* 
ments,  by  which  others  had  defended  the  Gatholick 
doctrine,  against  the  insults  of  infldeliiy  and  the  sophis- 
try of  Unitarianism ;  has  been  gratefully  acknowledged 
indeed,  by  every  lover  of  the  truth  as  it  is  in  Jesus;  but 
bis  main  obfect  was  to  show,  that  a  man  may  have  made 
valuable  discoveries  in  physical  science,  without  being 
entitled  to  implicit  belief,  when  professing  to  have  made 
discoveries  likewise  in  Christian  theolo^^ 

To  a  superficial  thinks  this  may  appear  an  object, 
ftnwertby  of  the  talents  and  erudition  which  the  Bishop  is 
tiniversalty  allowed  to  have  possessed ;  but  he  who  re- 
flectSy  how  large  a  proportion  of  mankind  are  implicit 
I,  whether  in  the  truth  or  in  error^^  will  view  it 


ID  a  different  light.  We  talk  much  (tf  the  right  of  pri- 
vi|te  judgment, — and  we  talk  well  j  for  every  man  baa 
an  unquestionable  right  to  judge  for  himself^  of  the  truth 
or  falsehood  of  what  is  proposed  to  his  belief :  Bat  with 
respect  to  the  questions  discussed  in  tliis  volume,  the 
only  judgment  which  the  illiterate  multitude  can  fonoj 
is,  whose  rq^  is  best  entitled  to  be  implicitly  adopted 
by  them  as  tlie  truth  :  their  education  does  not  enable 
them,  by  consulting  the  records  of  Ghristian  antiquity, 
to  discover  for  ttiemselves  what  was  the  faith  of  the  pri- 
mitive church :  they  mvst  rely  therefore,  with  mtbooid* 
fd  contdence,  on  the  tea^mony  ef  audi  as,  having  con- 
sulted these  records,  make  thenr  report  of  t|p^t  faith  $  uA 
they  will  always  place,  aa  they  ought  to  place,  the  90^ 
est  confidence  in  those  who  appear  to  them  bef  t  entitled 
to  it,  by  their  tepulation  for  leamlpg^  iptegri^)  and  the 
Jove  of  truth. 

Dr  Priestley's  natural  talentawere  unqiimfiwaUe ; 
his  successful  experiments  had  raised  him  h%h  in  tkt 
republick  of  letters,  or  rather  of  phikwiphy ;  by  tfioas 
who  were  attached  to  lam,  he  was  extolled,  for  hi|  kind* 
ness  and  benevolence ;  and  lie  took  care  on  all  qQcanoM 
to  boast,  that  as  his  theological  opinions  led  aritlier  te 
honour  nor  to  emolument,  he  was  induced  to  pnhliflh 
them,  solely  by  his  love  of  truth.  That  the  mere  nami 
of  such  a  man  must  have  decided  the  fiiifli  of  nswigr^ 
cannot  be  doubted.  The  vulgar  know  no(^  ttiat  the  leva 
of  novelty,  and  the  ambition  of  becomi^f  the  fimadnr 
of  a  sect,  which  sometimes  steals  insewibly  even  into 
the  most  vigorous  and  upright  minds^  are  as  apt  to  pe^ 
vert  the  judgment,  as  the  love  of  money  or  the  anbitioia 
of  rank :  nor  is  it  among  the  vulgar  only,  that  the  an* 
thority  of  names  suppUea  too  often,  the  piece  of  nsf^ 


ment :  Fhiloflophera  themselvas  are  aU  Hiore  or  lees, 
partial  to  their  own  pursnita  and  their  own  theories ;  and 
the  chemist  who  is  desitoas  to  know^  what  was  the  faith 
^  the  earliest  Christians^  and  who  has  not  leisure  to 
read  the  voluminous  writings  of  the  fathers  of  the  churchy 
having  found  that  Dr  Priestley's  reports  of  his  own  ex. 
perimenta  on  air  are  entitled  to  the  fullest  credit^  even 
whan  his  inferences  from  those  experiments  have  been 
untenable  and  absurd,  not  unnaturally  condudes,  that 
the  same  conidence  may  be  placed  in  hu  reports  of  the 
doctriiie  of  the  early  churclu 

Sucb  being  the  case,  it  is  of  the  utmost  importance  to 
the  diffbsion  of  trotby  that  the  aothority  of  odebrated 
names  be  duly  appreciated ;  and  Bishop  Hoieley  eould 
not  have  employed  his  time  or  lus  talents  to  better  pur- 
pose^ than  in  brin{^ng  dpwn  the  name  of  Dr  Priestley  to» 
its  proper  leveL  Bince  the  first  pnblication  of  the  Tracts, 
which  are  now  oftred  atiikd  tune  to  the  churdi  of  Chrisi^ 
BO  nan  until  very  latety  has  presumed  to  boast*  of  A» 
weight  of  J9r  Frieglkf$  name  in  theological  controvw* 
sy ;  andihus  has  one  bias  been  removed  from  the  youth* 
fed  mind,  when  entermg  on  the  investigation  of  Gatho* 
lick  truth. 

.  Of  all  this,  Hr  Belsham  appears  to  be  fully  awaie  ^ 
and  therefore,  in  ttie  appendix  to  the  twelfth  section  off 
his  late  work  entiled,  Jl  Calm  Inquiry  into  Ihe  Serif  • 
Utre  Doctrine  concerning  ike  Person  of  Chrietf  be  seta 
himself  in  good  earnest  to  destroy  the  authority  of  BH^ 
shop  Horsley's  name,  as  his  Lordship  had  destrcqred 
the  authority  €i  Dr  Priestley^a.  Be  probably  thinks, 
thai  aa  one  of  those  names  sinks  the  od^r  will  rise,  and 
that,  when  the  equipoise  betweea  the  two  shall  be  re* 
stored,  the  weight  qfhie  own  ndme^thrown  into  the  scale 
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of  Dr  Priesaey^fl^  will  instantly  make  the  Bisbop'?  kkk 
ihe  beam :  witb  tbis  view  be  lays  hold  of  one  or  two 
passages,  certainly  not  of  tbe  greatest  importance  to  tiie 
question  at  issue,  between  tbe  Catbolicks  and  tbe  Uni- 
tarians,  but  wbere  be  may  most  easily  employ  all  the 
arts  of  modern  controversy ;  and  wben,  by  partial  quo- 
tations and  contemptuous  language,  be  imagines  that  be 
has  tbrown  a  sufficient  quantity  of  dust  into  tbe  eyes  of 
bis  readers,  be  claims  to  bimself,  wbat  be  will  not  allow 
to  bis  Redeemer,  tbe  divine  attribute  of  searcbiiig  tbe 
beart,  and  declares,  ^^  tbat  botb  tbe  contending  parties 
retired  from  tbe  fLeldwell  mOiified  witb  tbe  result  of  the 
conflict,— Dr  Priestley  witb  bis  Victobt^  and  Dr  Hots- 
ley  witb  bis  Mitre.'' 

Affecting,  after  bis  master  in  theology,  a  great  lever. 
ence  for  tbe  character  of  Origen ;  be  begins  bis  attack  of 
Bishop  Horsley,  witb  accusing  bun  of  defaming,  either 
ignorantly  or  wilfully,  that  learned  presbyter  of  tbe  an- 
cient church,  for  tbe  purpose  of  falsifying  bistocy  re- 
specting the  faith  of  the  Hebrew  Gbristians. 

^'  Dr  Priestley,"  be  says,  <<  having  asserted  upon  th» 
authority  of  Origen,  that  the  Jews  who  believed  in  Je- 
sus were  called  Ebionites ;  that  these  Ebioniies  wei« 
of  two  sorts,  one  of  them  believbg  the  miraculous  con. 
ccption,  the  other  not,  but  all  of  them  considering  Christ 
as  a  mere  man  ;♦  Dr  Hordey  in  reply,  after  endea- 
vouring to  show  that  Origen's  words  might  be  interne* 
ted  differently,  proceeds  in  a  very  triumphant  tone  to 
remark,  <<  Let  bis  words  be  taken  as  yoa  understand 
them ;  and  so  far  as  ihejinih  ofihfi  BOvew  Christian 
ofhisoum  time  is  in  questimf  let  kirn  appear  as  an  m- 
— ^ _ ^ . — .^_ 
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Sence  m  your  Ode.  I  shall  take  wbat  you  may  thinh 
a  bold  step ;  1  shaU  tax  the  veracity  of  your  witness—- 
of  this  Origea/^ 

This  is  part  vt  &  quotation  from  the  seventh  of  Df 
Horsley's  Letters  to  Dr  Priestley ;  but  the  clanse  which 
is  here  printed  in  the  ItaMck  character^  Mr  Belsham  has 
jprudenily  omitted :  the  quotation  proceeds  to  the  end  of 
the  fifth  section  of  that  letter ;  to  the  whole  of  which  the 
reader  is  requested  to  pay  particular  attention :  if  he 
comply  with  this  request^  he  will  find,  that  in  the  four 
first  sections^  Dr  Horsley  has  not  only  endeavoured  to 
»how  that  Origan's  words  might  be  differently  interprets 
ed^  but  actuaUjf  proved  that  they  will  not  admit  of  the 
sense^  in  which  Dr  Priestley  has  chosen  to  interpret 
them :  convinced  however  of  the  goodness  of  his  own 
cause^  and  knowing  how  little  Origen  is  to  be  relied  on 
Vfhetk  writing  controversy,  Dr  Uorsley  made  a  conces- 
sion to  which  he  could  not  have  been  driven,  and  which 
lie  probably  would  not  have  made,  could  he  have  fore- 
seen  the  unfair  advantage  of  it  that  was  to  be  taken  by 
his  adversaries.    To  deprive  Mf  Belsham  of  that  ad* 
vantage,  in  which  he  vain-gloriously  affects  to  triumph, 
it  is  proper  to  inform  the  reader,  that  in  the  quotation 
which  he  has  made  from  the  Bbhop's  letter,  there  is 
another  prudent  omission  of  no  fewer  than  three  sen- 
tencesj  which  all  affect  the  question  at  issue,  of  Origen's 
veraci^. 

The  object  of  the  Bishop  was,  to  tax  the  veracity  of 
Origen  in  what  he  says  only  qf  the  faith  of  the  Hebrew 
(Christians  of  his  own  time  ;  but  the  object  of  Mr  BeU 
sham  seems  to  be,  to  charge  the  Bishop  with  taxing  the 
veracity  of  Origen  on  every  question :  he  is  probably 
awaro;  that  Origen  .being  strongly  attached  to  the  phi- 


losotil^r  of  Us  age^  wUch  led  be^  Totanes  to  coatead  k 
controrersy  for  victoiy  rathar  thaa  tx  tntb,  ougkt  rea. 
dily  be  believed  to  have  asserted  a  falsehood,  in  aiiaww 
to  tho  invective  Which  his  luitagonist  had  put  into  the 
mouth  of  a  Jew ;  bilt  he  is  Aware  at  the  ^ame  tfne,  Ant 
the  character  of  Origen  stands  so  high  in  the  leanisd 
1vol4d>  that  he  virfao  should  charge  him  with  disregsrd  to 
truth  in  general^  would  excite  against  himself  tho  isdig* 
nation  of  every  man  of  letters.  Whether  all  this  nocv- 
red  to  Mr  Belsham's  Inind,  and  induced  him  to  omit  tbi 
eentences  to  which  I  Mhide^  is  unknown  to  me,  whs 
possess  not  the  faculty  of  discerning  the  sectets  of  oftor 
men's  hearts  $  but  he  oonld  tkot  have  acted  uAenriss 
than  he  has  done,  if  it  had  ooenrted  to  him  ami  ii^bu^ 
eed  his  candwet. 

If  the  reader  has  tottned  to  the  iftti  section  of  the  Bi« 
shop's  sevMtfa  LettiMT  to  Dr  Priesfleyy  he  has  foiuid  him 
modestly  saying,  ^' AH  this  I  aAitn  with  the  less  beska- 
tion«  bdng  BfKfportei  by  the  anthority  of  Moaheim ; 
from  whom  indeed  I  first  leamedy  to  rate  tiie  teatimoiiy 
of  Origen  in  this  forticular  fuestian  at  its  true  valoe.'^ 

This  sentence  Mr  Belsham  has  noi  omitted ;  but  he 
draws  from  it  an  inference  which,  by  all  the  arts  of  con- 
troversy, it  cannot  be  made  to  support.  ^^  One  wonld 
conclndei"  says  be,  ^'  from  the  manner  in  which  Dr 
Horsley  appeals  to  the  testimony  of  Mosheim,  that,  hav* 
ing  first  from  his  own  extensive  researches  into  eodem* 
astical  history,  made  this  notable  discovery  of  H  J^widi 
church  at  iBlia,  he  was  confirmed  in  his  judgment  hf 
ilnding,  thai  Mosheim  had  alw  made  the  same  diaoove- 
fj:  but  tiiB  truth  «s,  that  the  learned  dignitaify,  ftatvag 
impUdt  eo^fiisnce  in  Moshdm's  testimonyi  having  ber« 
rowed  all  the  circtamstoaces  nlated  by  that  cdeiMnted 
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bisforian,  iM  nixed  up  a  little  of  his  own^  baa  stated 
with  great  pande  and  as  an  incontrovertible  fact,  a  nar- 
rative nest  improbable  in  itself,  and  utterly  destitute  of 
Ibnndalion  ini  ecclesiastical  antiquity.''^ 

I  have  bera  told  by  a  learned  friend  of  minei  much 
conversant  in  works  on  the  laws  of  reasoning,  that  Mr 
Belsham  ^blbhed  some  years  ago  a  (hmpeniium  of 
Logiekf  remarkable  for  socfa  definitions  as  the  world 
had  never  beftive  seen.    It  mast  be  by  the  aid  of  auck 
deflnitions,  that  one  would  art^fi^eiaUy  conclude  from  the 
mannet  In  which  Bishop  Horsley  appeals  to  the  testi- 
mony of  M^sheim,  that  he  had  first  by  his  own  re- 
iearcbes  discoveted  a  churdi  of  Jewish  Christians  at 
MX^  and  was  afterwards  confirmed  in  liis  judgment  by 
ittding  that  Mosheim  had  made  tlie  same  discovery  be« 
isre  Mm ;  fbr  by  the  Yaws  of  such  logick  as  is  known  in 
Ite  l^lioels/a  conclusion  directly  contrary  to  this  must 
mdturally  be  made  iEWim  the  Bishop's  words.    He  says 
axpMssfy^  ^^  that  it  was  firom  Moslieim  that  he  jErrf 
hamed'io  rate  tile  testtmeoy  of  Origen  in  this  pmticw^ 
iar  qw8tUm  at  its  trae  value  f^  and  though  he  was  a 
greater  master  than  most  men,  both  of  the  AristoteUan 
and  of  the  Baconian  logick^  I  am  persuaded  that  he 
c6old  not  have  conceived  it  possible,  to  draw  firom  his 
owa  words  such  a  conclusion  as  Mr  Belsham  has  drawn 
fl^oi  ttiem. 

With  respect  to  what  the  same  original  logician  here 
cMsthe  truth f  I  can  only  say,  that  it  was  net  Bishop 
Horsley's  practice  to  put  impHcit  an^ence  in  any  un« 
inspired  testimony  ;  but  I  cannot  affirm  as  an  unquiS- 
tioncMe  tnifhy  that  on  this  occasion  he  did  not  deviate 
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from  his  usual  i^ractice.  What  that  practice  was,  no 
man  not  possessing  the  faculty  of  discemiog  the  secreti 
of  his  neighbour's  heart,  could  have  better  oppottoni&s 
of  knowing  than  I  enjoyed ;  and  although  I  may  not 
have  derived  from  them  all  the  advantages  wUdi  I 
might  and  ought  to  have  done,  yet  I  was  suflkieotly  at- 
tentive to  the  Bishop's  mode  of  investigating  the  trotii, 
to  be  able  to  say,  that  it  was  exactly  what  to  ordinaiy 
readers  his  words  declare  it  to  have  been  on  thin  paiti- 
calar  occasion.  When  he  found  any«thing  of  impoituce 
asserted  by  a  modern  writer  on  ancient  authority^  frr 
from  placing  implicit  confidence  in  the  modem  liesti- 
monyf  he  did  not  rely  even  on  modem  criticisms  nor 
had  he  ever  recourse  to  an  English  or  French  transits 
tion  of  a  Greek  or  Latin  author  of  antiquity,  as  is  the 
common  practice  of  the  most  arrogant  polepifeks  of  tfas 
Unitarian  school :  It  was  IMshop  Horsley's  practice,  to 
consult  the  authorities  refeired  to,  with  his  own  eynsjand 
to  draw  from  them,  whatever  conclusion  his  owb  reasoa 
and  critical  sagacity  enabled  him  to  draw ;  thoogii,  not 
deeming  himself  infallible,  he  was  hi^^y,  as  eveiy  man 
not  lost  to  all  sense  of  modesty  would  be,  to  havB  ik 
own  judgment  mipportei  by  the  concunence  of  a  scho- 
lar so  eminent  as  Mosbeim. 

But,  says  Mr  Belsham,  <^  the  learned  dignitary^  phu 
dng  implicit  confidence  in  Mosheim,  borrowed  all  the 
circumstances  related  by  that  celebrated  hisloriaiiy  and 
mixed  up  (with  them)  a  litUe  qfkia  awn.^  At  the  dk- 
tance  of  two  pages  indeed,  the  same  Mr  Belsham,  after 
representing  a  very  comnum  book  as  not  easily  to  be  met 
with  in  England,  affirms,  that  the  Bishop  had  in  fiu:t 
advanced  ncfthing  but  what  he  had  borrowed  from  Mo* 
sheim:  both  these  assertions  cannot  betrae:  whether 
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either  of  them  be  entilied  to  the  fiillett  credit,  the  reader 
wOl  judge  for  himself,  when  he  has  read  with  attention 
the  first  and  second  chapters  of  the  second  part,  of  the 
Bishop's  Remarks  on  Dr  Priestley's  Second  Letters  to 
the  Archdeacon  of  St  Alban's,  and  compared  them  with 
the  following  extract  from  Mosheim'a  work. 

'« Qunm  Hadrianus  Hierosolymam  ex  cineribns  snis 
paallatim  renascentem  denuo  fnnditns  evertisset,  seve- 
rasqne  in  Judaicam  gentem  leges  tolisset,  maxima  Chris- 
tiauomm  in  Palsstina  degentinm  pars  a  lege  Mosis, 
cm  antea  pamerat,  desdsebat,  atqoe  antistitem  sibi 
Marcom  creabat^  noii  Judftom,  sed  alienigenam,  quo 
nihil  sibI  com  Jndeis  commnne  esse  doceret  Qood 
factum  indigne  ferentes  ilU,  qni  Mosaics  legis  immode- 
nto  studio  ducebantur,  secedebant  a  fratribus,  atque  in 
flila  Palsstinm  paste  qum  Pensa  dicebatur,  vicinisqoe 
locis  pecuUarem.  csstnm.  condebant,  in  quo  csremoniis 
a  Moss  prmscriptis  vetns  sua  digoitas  incolumis  mane* 
bat  Familia  httc^  exigna  sine  dubio^  claritalsm.  nun* 
quam  adepta  est,  quumque  per  aliquot  s»cul&  in  Pa- 
Iftsiinft  vixisset,  post  Constantinuh  M«  pauUatim  esse 
desiit.^' 

To  this  passage,  whicb  is  part  of  the  text  of  his  work 
entitled  Ih  Bebua  Christianorum  ante  Conetantinwn 
Magnum  Commentariif  Mosheim  subjoins  the  following 
important  note. 

<<  Eximios  est  hac  de  re  Svlpitii  Sevbri  locus  Histot 
sacr.  Lib.  DL  cap.  xxxi.  p.  S45.  Et  quia  Chrishani 
(in  Palsstina  vi?entes)  sor  Judma  patisrimum  putaban^ 
iur  (namque  turn  Hiero8obfnm  non  niai  ex  dreumcigUme 
habebat  ecdesia  earceriatem)  mUitum  cok^ortem  cuslodias 
in  perpetuum  agUare  juemty  qute  Juiasos  amnes  Hiero^ 
sofymm  aiitu  aroereL    tfuod  quiiem  Chrietianm  fidd 


prqficiebat;  fuia  turn  pome  Munes  Chri$lmm  Ihum  nh 
hg^  obaervatume  creiebant.  JiTimrum  id  Uamino  or- 
iinante  iispasitumf  vt  legi$  sertituM  a  libertate  fiid 
atque  eceieBim  tdUeretwr.  iki  turn  prinrnm  Maram  ex 
gentHuB  apud  HieroBolymam  episcopUB  fmtJ^ 

This  is  the  passage  whkli  foralBhea  the  baaia  of  Bi<^ 
abop  Horsley's  reaaoning,  ia  that  part  vi  the  precediiig 
Tracts  to  which  we  haTe  immediately  refeired ;  and  it 
la  an  the  same  paaaage^  that  Moahoim  auiste  Uw  fd* 
lowiag  obaervationa. 

<^  Btei  nee  locia,  nee  ordinb  aatia  habet  bic  Smupifu 
locaa^  dare  tamen  oripnea  oatendit  ilUaa  inter  Gbnatian- 
M  eoeleaiBi  qam  Cbriatnm  ite  aibi  calandom  aaae  cenanily 
M  Moan  taaen  legibaa  wniii  nbtenqperareL  Oonntet 
aniai  (I)  ex  eo  Obnatianoa  in  IHtlcatinn  vifentea  Jndaid 
generiay  qnandin  apea  eral»  toe^  ni  Hiaraaalyni^  poit 
primom  excidiam  in8taiararetiir»  titaa  a  Moan  napentea 
cnm  Chbibti  cidta  coiguaziaaai  (II)  Bepndinaan  aaz* 
unam  partem  horam  Ohriatianarani  b^jem  Menaioawi  aai 
Hadriano  qunm  apea  mnnis»  five,  nt  Hieroaaljinn  ra^ 
awgerety  ooddiaaety  atqoe  Mabcvhi  aUeaigenam,  6p» 
copam  elegiase*  Hoc  ideo  sine  duMo  flebat,  nn  farti 
apiscopus  gente  Hebrsua,  innato  pakim  k|;pa  naMm 
ductus^  abrogataa  cerenranias  panlathn  rednoetet  (III) 
Gaoaam  soblatfi  boa  int^  Gbriatianoa  le^^  lii>M>it^ 
fuisse  Hadriani,  Imperatoris  severiteteaiy  qnl  anlite 
cingebat  apatiam,  qtiod  orba  Hieroaalyma  quondam  tic- 
capaverat^  omnesque  Jud»08  ah  ejoa  ndita  cobSieri  ji^ 
bebat.  In  hac  re  expUcanda  nions  eat»  qaam  deoaba^ 
perapicana  et  locnlentaa  Sulpitius,  multaqne  retinet 
animc^  qn»  rectina  enantiaaaet.  At  Uqoet  tamm  m 
ttniversum,  qaid  aibi  velit^  nee  difficile  est  addere^  qas 
omissa  sunt  ab  eo.    ChriatianS  Pakutinsb  qonmdin  hp 
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M(Maic»  serviebaaty  t  RonaniB  pfo  JMheis  habdbantur  t 
nee  teM^re  pronufl.  HA»kiANU8  igitnr  quam  Jttd»n 
aditnni  od  loca,  qim  Hieovomlytna  quondam  occiipa^ 
yent,  occluaime^  Ghrirtiaiiia  paritertioa  lioebatad  illad 
apatium  aocedere.  Atqni  Ghmttaai  hi  facultaiem  aibi 
darioui  niaxiiae€U|iiebaAt  Hieroaolymam  proftciscendi^ 
quoi  Ttllettty  ea  ergo  «t  potirrtitiiry  coreiiioniaa  legia 
MoBucm  diaitteVaD^  a^oe,  ne  Bomani  dabitarenty  se* 
iiD&6  hoc  fedaaent^  aa  aimnktoy  gabernattonett  coBtua 
aul  nan  JadiBi^  aad  aiiengMuay  oommittebant  Post  hot 
apertaet  enm  lege  J«d«Nmm  dtvortinm^  patidMuttar  eoa 
Botnani  regioaeBi  ilkm  iagredi,  a  ciqna  adha  militea 
JtidiMM  a^pcein  jnai  erant  H»e  omnia  ex  Sulpitio, 
vaide  Voat  MgUi^^tar  aoribati  Bwdiocri  attentione  adbU 
bita  cUcmniar.^ 

Moahaila  tbas  inqafeea  late  what  was  probably  the 
aotivey  -wtkk  indnoed  the  greatar  part  of  the  Jewish 
Ohiiatiana  to  cherish  so  atrong  a  desire  to  retuni  to  Je- 
ntuAtokf  nsy  for  Hm  attainment  of  that  ofafect,  to  abandon 
4he  laws  and  iltes  of  thcsr  finthers :  after  stating  seyeral 
poaaiUe motives^  nudtq'ectii^ <hea  alias  iatfaehighesft 
4^ree  improbable^  ha  Mjs, 

^  Alia  er^  s»e  dnhio  Us  Chrialianis  ratio  fntt^  cor 
fiusultatem  Hieroaolyiaam  ademidi  majorem  patriis  sais 
cmmmvam  et  insdtetis  esae^  pntafent,  atqne  illam  legia 
JMioaaicft  oontentioiie  redisMre  non  dobitareni  Neque 
magno,  at  opinor^  kbore  epos  erat  ad  earn  investigan- 
dam.  Constmxerat  HADBiAiiva  non  longe  ab  illo  loco^ 
quo  steterat  HiBrasolyma^  novam  nrbem,  cui  JStug 
Ck^oHnfB  nomen  dederat^  quamqne  magnis  joribos 
donaveral.  Huic  novie  cotonis^  adscribi  valde  cu^e^ 
bant  Ghristianii  qui  partim  Pelte,  exigno  oppido^  par- 
tim  in  agris,  pamm  craimode  et  liberaliter  vivebanir  Ex-. 
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claserat  vera  Impenttor  a  nova  urbe  sas  genten  Jadai-. 
cam ;  cnjus  portio  qanm  Cbtistiani  esse  videreotnr^  qui 
legi  Mosaicn  obediebant,  ad  eos  qnoqne  lex.  HADmAHi 
de  Jadeis  non  in  civitatem  redptendis  pertioebaL  <{iio- 
circa  maxima  eoram  pars^  quo  jos  civitatis  iBli»  Gcnise- 
quiy  domiciliamque  saum  Pella  ^liam  transfeite  libers 
posset,  cnremoiiiaram  legem  a  Mose  pnescriptan  abro- 
-gabat  Auctor  bajus  coDsilii,  qnod  in  primis  verisimile 
est,  is  ipse  Marcus  erat,  qoem  episoopum  sibi  pnelde. 
bant,  bomo,  quod  nomen  docet,  BAmaaus  et  sine  dobis 
Bomanis  in  Pal»stina  dominantibas  non  ignotoa,  forts 
principem  qoemdam  inter  Bomanos  virom  cognafione 
attingens.  Son  i^tur  gentis  bominem  qdnm  capol  (Aris- 
tianorum  pnsfecti  Bomanorom  viderent,  timere  desine- 
bant,  ne  quid  novs  civitati  peiicoli  ex  Cbristianis  orivs* 
tur,  neque  amplins  Jadsmm  eos  in  nnmero  babebant:  ex 
qno  consequebatnr,  nt  facoltas  illis  ooncederetor,  in  no- 
▼am  Imperatoris  urbem  migrandi  et  civinm  qns  jarBiQs^ 
que  eximia  erant,  fruendi.  Nibfl  est  in  bis  dUAafle  ci^ 
ditn :  omnia  vera  egregle  ex  eo,  qood  diserte  scriptnm 
legitor  apnd  Epiphahiitm  ie  fmierUms  et  niMnm 
§  XV.  p.  171*  conflrmantnr,  Ohnstianos,  lege  Jadaica 
dimissa,  Pella  Hierosolymam  migrasse.  HiwoM|ymA 
vera  nomine  nova  Hadriaki  nrbs  intelligi  debet,  qum 
post  GoNSTANTiNi  M.  tttatom  venim  ncwien  snnm  amit> 
tebat  et  Hierosolyma  vocabatnr.  Vid.  Hbnb.  VAi^asitm 
Mnat.  ad  EusebiuMf  p.  61.  Qnamqaam  si  vel  boc 
memorise  non  esse  proditom,  omni  tamen  vacaret  oontnK 
versia.  Oertissimum  enim  est,  Mhm  Cbrbtianomm  ab 
Hadriani  jam  »tate  celebrem  extitisse  eoclesiam,  atqoe 
episcopos,  qoi  vulgo  Hierosolymitani  nominantor,  JSli- 
enses  revera  faisse.'^ 


^  Non  addit  Sulfttius  cojas  locoin  illastninua,  non 
omnes  Ghrietiaaos  in  Judsa  viventes  inaignem  hanc 
Blutationem  probaaae^  yemm  partem  eoram  legis  Mosa* 
ic»  stadium  retiaaiise,  atqae  a  societate  eoram,  qui  le^ 
maotiam  misefant,  recessisse.  Sed  nee  opas  erat,  ut 
hoc  adderet,  qaum  in  volgas  notum  esset  Extitiase  in 
Falttstina  ccetnm  Gluriatianoram  legia  cultom  com  Gbria. 
iiana  religione  coojaogentiumy  alinm  item  ccBtom  Moaai- 
w  carlmoniia  nihil  loci  et  honoria  tribnentem,  teatatia- 
aimmnm  eat  Diviaio  h«c  Ohriatianoram  ex  Jadsia 
ortoram  non  contigit  ante  tempora  Hadbiaki  ;  acimns 
enim,  ante  hone  omnea  Chriatianoa  in  Palsatina  commo« 
rantea  in  aervandia  mijbram  csremoniia  concordea  faiaae. 
Qjaociica  aine  dnbio  diacidinm  hoc  tnm  extitit,  qaum, 
dace  Marco^  aub  Haduano  pleriqne  eoram  jngnm  ri- 
tonm  abjicerenty  quo  aecorina  vivefe,  atqne  inter  civea 
]iov»  nrbia,  ^lia  Gapitolinsy  recipi  poaaenf 

The  reader  who  attentively  comparea  thia  long  ex- 
tract, with  thoae  parte  of  the  preceding  Tracta  to  which 
I  have  already  referred^  aa  relating  to  the  aame  anb* 
ject;  will  peicdve  with  what  justice  Mr  Belaham 
chargea  Biahop  Horaley,  with  the  intention  of  paaaing 
dff  Moaheim'a  diacoveries  for  hia  own,  preanming  npon 
aecnrity  from  detection  by  the  acardty  of  Moaheim'a 
book;  he  will  likewiae  perceive  the  mo^eafy  of  Mr  BeK 
aham,  when  he  aArma^  that  the  Bbhop  waa  '^  nothing 
more  than  the  hnmble,  and  we  may  charitably  hope, 
the  ignorant  plagiary  of  the  falaebood  and  defamation 
of  another.'^*  Biahop  Horaley  ignonmty  and  Mr  Bel- 
aham learned ! 
.  The  Biahop  mnat  have  been  ignorant  indeed,  if  he 
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presQBied  oa  the  scareitf  of  Mosheioi's  book  enfitiKed 
JDe  Rebus  Ckristianorum  vnU  CoMtmtinmm  Magnmm 
Commentarii ;  for  tliDii$;li  I  broogbt  H  aoi  with  lae  kite 
Scotland^  I  foimd  it  Id  tho  libiuri^  «f  t^  tw%  fint  dor- 
gymen  to  whom  I  applied  for  the  loan  of  H :  litl  whal 
detection  had  the  Biahop  to  dretd  ?  He  expraeilj  de- 
clared, that  Aioahetn  trat  pointed  oat  tohim  the  grand 
ovw  which  ho  alterwarda  teaTeUody  and  tang^  Idte  to 
nfe  the  vevedty  of  Qngen^  on  a^  ptt*tioiilar  queaClM^  at 
ita  tree  valueb  He  beaats  of  bo  diiroveriea- iaf  U»  ottbi 
Mor  atleiiipta  to  defraud  MoaheUe  of  liia:  ho  ooMoMed 
the  game  aoeieet  aothera  which  had  booe  coMidlBil 
by  MoaheiaB  baforo  hio^  and  %j  Gim  tMbte  Xfew 
aheim;  and  ae  a  kirer  ef  treth^  he  €oldd  aoi  ipasv 
them  by  withoot  ejcamioattee;  bet^  Hmu^  ftem  tta 
fcctg  recorded  by  Snlpntfaia  aid  I^phMlaa,  hie  draws 
most  of  the  cencloiions  which  hM  boon  drawn  by^  Ma 
learned  piedeoeaBoro  in  this  ianreftilpittony  be  dAea  not 
infer  from  theae  faot%  efoqr  thing  wM^h  Moaheft^  fentf 
infeired  from  them ;  in  a  paaaago  of  that  UatorikiA  loi^ 
■ete^  wtdch  1  thooj^t  it  not  worth  wiito  M  ttanciihe^ 
he  aaya  that  ^^  without  doobt  Mare^  the  fomas  biokep  rf 
the  cfaarch  ef  Hebrew  Chrktittia  at  JBfia,  denonatnited 
to  theae  Ghrlatianay  before  they  left  FBUa,  that  the  riUnI 
law  of  Moaed  waa  abeKabad  by  GYakA  :^  thia  aoeina  1e 
have  been  aaid,  1  know  not  en  whot  aothori^^  Witfi  Hie' 
Tiew  of  yiwdicating  the  Hebrew  Chifatianay  llehr  tte 
ehaige  that  mi^t  otherwiae  be  brought  agninal  ttem,  of 
having  abandoned  the  enatome  of  their  ancealcn  ffona 
mere  worldly  motives :  Mosheim  has  noi  the  ahuffleelf 
doobty  but  that  ttie  aigoments  of  Marc  anmanted  to  de« 
monstratioo :  ^^  Minns  vero  (be  adds)  acgumenta.  ijoa 
valoissent  apud  hominies  a  teneris  leg!  Mosaicm  edrae- 


ioSi  insi  desiderimn  acce«nMBt  ad  ea  J£li»  liabitaA- 
di^  cimmqae  ejus  commoditatibiui  et  jariboi  fraen* 
di/'  &c.  ♦ 

Bishop  Horsley^  though  he  professedly  goes  oyer  the 
tame  grouBd^  with  the  justly  oelebrated  Chancellor  of 
the  uniyerMfy  of  Gottingen,  dees  not  with  hini)  attribnte 
ttie  merit  of  weaning  the  affections  of  the  Hebrew  Ohris* 
tiansffrom  the  ritual  law  of  Moses,  to  this  Bishop  MaiC| 
but  to  the  writings  of  St  Paul,  and  the  decree  of  the 
apostolical  college,  which,  as  he  justly  observes,  must 
fiave  put  ev«ry  believer's  <)oiiscience  at  ease  on  the  sab>. 
ject  He  jfdmils  however,  that  the  desivs  of  eqoying 
the  beneftts  of  the  .£lian  criony  would  have  its  effiact  t 
^<  I  take  it  for  granted  (says  he)  that  with  good  Chris* 
tians,  motives  of  worldly  kitecest,  which  would  nolfc 
oveiOMne  conscience,  would  nevevthelesB  overcome  mere 
habit  ^"t  ^d  -^^  ^  might  sorely  take  for  granted  in 
the  prcMut  case,  since  the  most  important  parts  of  the 
ritual  law,  to  which  the  Christians  at  Pella  were  'habit* 
uaUg  attached,  the  severity  and  violence  of  Adrian,  ^had 
rendered  it  impossible  for  them  to  observe :  sacrifices 
could  be  offered  only  on  the  site  of  the  Temple,  of 
which  Titus  had  ploughed  up  the  very  foundations ;  but 
the  site  of  tlie  temple  was,  by  Adrian's  command,  sur- 
rounded by  a  cohort  of  soldiers ;  stationed  there,  for 
the  very  purpose  of  driving  away  every  person  who 
should  approach  it,  with  the  riew  of  offering  sacrHce.  - 

In  confirmation  ^  the  inferences  drawn  from  the  nar* 
rative  of  Bolpitius  Severus,  Bishop  Uorsley  appeals  to 
the  same  passage  in  the  writings  of  Epiphanius,  to 


«  Modi.  Ik  Beb.  Chris.  Ant.  Con.  Mag.  Com.  §  XXXVm.  p.  327. 
t  See  Benaritt  apM  Or  PriesUe^'t  Second  Letten,  Part  IL  choip.  li; 
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which  Moslieim  had  appealed  before  him ;  bat  he  does 
what  Mosheim  did  not  do :  He  analyses  that  passage ; 
Tindicates  it  against  the  cavils  of  Dr  Priestley  ;  fsfaows 
the  full  force  of  the  evidence  which  Bpiphanias^  in  con- 
janction  with  Sulpitius^  affords^  for  the  existence  of  a 
church  of  Hebrew  Christians  at  JSiia;  and  the  tesdmo- 
ny  of  these  two  ancient  authors  he  confirms,  by  the  tes* 
timony  of  Orosius  and  of  Jerome,  to  neither  of  whom 
Mosheim  had  made  any  appeal :  he  was  not,  therefore, 
a  mere  humble  and  ignorant  plagiaiy  of  the  Geimaa 
historian ;  but  surely  his  inferences  from  the  united  tes- 
timony of  three  or  four  ancient  authors,  cannot  be  enti- 
tied  to  less  regard,  for  their  being  nearly  the  same, 
which  other  men  of  such  learning  as  Mosheim  and 
Cave,  had  drawn  before  him. 

The  perversion  of  the  sense  of  the  Bishop's  words  is 
eome  parts  of  his  disquisitions  on  this  subject,  by  Mr 
Belsham,  who  represents  him,  as  takixg  evbrt  thing 
FOR  GRANTED,  becauso  he  occasionally  makes  nse  of 
that  phrase,  where  there  is  no  room  for  difference  d 
opinion ;  is  scandalous,  because  it  must  have  been  wU- 
ful.  It  can  deceive  no  man  however,  who  will  take  the 
trouble  to  have  recourse  to  the  Bishop^s  Tracts,  in  orda 
to  discover  what  he  reaUy  took  for  granted ;  though  the 
humble  Unitarians,  who  place  implicit  confidence  in  Mr 
Belsham,  may  take  it  for  granted,  on  his  report,  that 
the  editor  of  the  works  of  Newton,  knew  nothing  of  the 
laws  of  reasoning  or  of  demonstration. 

But,  according  to  Mr  Belsham,  the  reasonings  and 
criticisms  of  Bishop  Horsley  can  derive  little  sof^Kyrt, 
from  their  coincidence  with  those  of  Mosheim :  <^  thit 
migration  of  the  Hebrew  Christians  from  Pelta  to  ^lia, 
is  stated;  says  he,  by  Mosheim  in  his  Ante-Constantios 
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History ;  bat  upon  more  mature  rejlection  and  better 
information^  it  had  been  omitted  in  the  General  Eccle- 
iiastical  History,  which  alone  Dr  Priestley  bad  con« 
«alted.* 

This  is  an  assertion,  at  least  as  precipitate  as  any 
that  Dr  Priestley  himself  erer  hazarded.  As  I  have 
not,  in  this  remote  comer,  access  to  the  jlrat  edition 
of  what  Mr  Belsham  calls  the  General  Ecclesiastical 
History,  I  cannot  say  with  confidence  in  what  year  it 
was  first  published ;  but  1  know  from  the  testimony  of 
Mosheim  himself  now  lying  before  me,  that  the  work 
entitled  De  Bebtis  (Jhristianorum  ante  Constantinum 
Magnum  Commentarii^  which  suggested  to  Bishop 
Horsley  what  he  has  said  of  the  church  at  iBlia,  was 
first  published  ia  the  end  of  the  year  1703  ;  the  preface 
and  the  dedication  being  both  dated  at  Gotiingen,  on  the 
6tb  day  of  September  in  that  year.. 

I  know  from  the  same  testimony,  that  Mosheim  em« 
ployed  two  years  on  his  General  Ecclesiastical  Histo^ 
ry  ;t  and  Dr  Maclaine,  the  learned  translator  of  that 
Idstory,  informs  us  %  that  the  author  died  at  Gk>ttingea 
in  the  year  1709 ;  the  General  history  therefore,  must 
bave  been  begun  the  instant  that  the  other  work  was 
published ;  so  that  there  could  not  have  been  time  for 
much  mature  refiection,  or  the  acquisition  of  belter  in- 
formation  between  the  publication  of  the  one  work  and 
the  commencement  of  the  other ;  even  on  the  supposi- 
tion,  that  the  General  History  was  first  published  after 
the  other, — a  fact  of  which  I  am  veiy  far  from  being 
oertaio* 

It  was  indeed  published  many  years  after  the  Insti- 


*  BdMiam,  v.'tSS.     t  ^^  ^  1^^<^  ^  ^l*'^  ^'^"^^'T'     ik  See  his  PrefRe 
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tuHones  BRstorim  (JhristiimtB  Majores,  and  na  thai 
work  is  bound  up  in  the  same  volame^  with  the  edUioii 
of  the  JDe  Rebus  Christianorum  ante  €km9tamMniim 
Magnum  Commentarii  now  lying  before  me^  I  think  it 
not  improbable  that  Mr  Belsham,  with  the  umat  heed- 
lessness of  his  master^  has  looked  at  the  date  aflbced  to 
the  first  work  in  the  volume,  when  he  should  hax^e  look- 
ed at  the  date  of  the  second ;.  and  finding  the  Unaa 
dated  IV.  Ealend.  Octobr.  i730^  hazarded  tibe  aaserlioB 
that  Mosheim,  after  nwiua^e  reflection  bxA  better  iixfir- 
mationy,  had  omitted  in  his  General  JBZsto^ Ji  datiil 
which  he  had  published  in  lus  Commenfariea 

But  has  he  omitted  this  detaii  kt  Ins  larger  bisinry? 
No;  he  has  given  the  detail  as  &lly  a»  was  peoeiMo  ai 
such  a  work^*  and  refers^  as  be  had  done  ill  I^Gmb^ 
inentariesy  to  Sulpitios  and  X^iscopitts  as  too  weXbatt  $ 
but  he  has  omitted  the  critical  disqaisiti«»  on  the  i#eidt 
of  Sulpitius,  which  in  the  Gommenterita  watf  ptriblfthed 
in  a  long  note^  too  long  to  be  inserted  is  n  compeodiQK 
of  general  history.  He  probably  diou^  llidted^  ihal 
there  was  no  occasion  for  such  a  disquisitioii ;  Ibr  Sr 
Priestley  had  not  then  appeared ;  andbefbve  hiniy  lam 
not  aware  that  any  writer  of  name,  had  caUbd  in  qnes* 
tion  the  existence  of  a  church  of  orthodox  Hebeefw  Cfaris- 
tians  at  Jerusalem,  though  many  were  ignoraot  flat 
what  was  called  Jerusalem,  was  in  fact  iBlia;. 

I  have  already  observed,  that  the  Bishop  vindicated 
the  united  testimony  of  Sulpitios  and  Epiphatttaa*  against 
the  cavils  of  Dr  Priestley :  the  cavils  to  which  I  more 
particularly  alluded,  refer  chiefly  to  Bpiphanioa,  and 


*  See  Maclafae^i tramletioii of  MoAeiia't  Boelei>  Hatgr*  Cent U.  FutIcfaft^J> 
§XI}«iidPMtn.cb»p.V.iLfctti 
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were  founded  in  chronolo^cal  difltenlties ;  but  they  are 
tenved  by  Mr  Betshain^  and  broaght  into  view  in  the 
foUowing^triolniphant  manner. 

^  The  FACT  ig,  and  the  Archdeacon  does  not  deny  it^ 
that  the  desolation  of  Jerasalem  of  which  Epiphanius 
speaks,  was  that  by  Titus,  A.  D.  70,  more  than  sirrt 

IffiABS  BEFORB  THE  COLONY  OF  MUA  EXISTED.      <  But  this, 

says  the  learned  dignitary,  is  a  matter  of  no  importance :  it 
is  soAcient  for  my  pnrpose)  that  these  returned  Christians 
were  residing  at  Jerusalem  or,  more  properly,  at  iEUa,  ai 
ihe  same  time  that  Aqoila  resided  there  as  overseer  of  the 
Bm^eref's  works/  8k>  then,  we  are  now  to  believe  that 
ttess  Hiebmw  Christiana,  who  returned  in  great  numbers 
t»Mllhk  after  Adrish^s  settfemenf  of  the  iEUan  cdony,  who 
abundoiieA  the  rites  of  Moses,  and  placed  themselves  niu 
del  ■  Cbeek  bisliop  (ai  Homaai  bifihop),  and  worshipped 
in  a«  unknown  toagne,*  tha*  they  might  be  qualified  to 
partake  of  Ae  vakiable  pmilegea  of  the  J!;lian  colony, 
werethev8rfBamepgr90K»whohad  quitted  Jerusalemto 
avoid  ae>caluM4les  of  this  siege  by  Titus,  sixty  years 
before !  Now  if  we  allow,  that  at  the  time  of  their  re- 


*  Why  in-iii  onknoirii  tongoe  ?  Hn  Mr  Belsfaam  fofgotten  thtt  Greek,  Latin, 
•ad  tbe  dfalwt  of  Hebrev^  whJuh  wat  then  Teniaottlar,  weie  all  tpohea  bj  every 
man  of  learnings  whetlier  Jew  or  Roman,  who  bad  been  for  anj  time  readent  in 
Jodea  i  During  the  trial  (if  trial  it  maj  be  called)  of  oar  Sarioar  before  PUate, 
v<e  never  hear  of  the  goremor  making  oie  of  an  interpreter ;  and  may  not  Blare, 
the  biihop,  have  been  at  muah  matter  of  Hebrew  a»  Pilate  the  gOTomor  f  Nay, 
may  not  the  Hebrew  Chriatiant,  from  their  long  reiidcnoe  among  the  Gentiles  at 
Pella,  haTO  acR|oired  aich  a  knowle<%e  of  the  Greek  tongue,  aa  enabled  them  to 
read  tbe  whole  New  Testament  in  that  hmgmge,  m  whieh  bf  fiv  the  greater  part 
of  it  was  written,  as  well  as  to  bear  their  part  in  the  same  language  in  the  publick 
devotiona  of  the  ehoroh  M  am  unwilling  to  charge  a  man,  probably  moeh  older  than 
myself  with  ignocaaoe ;  bat  what  Mc  Msham  says  of  abandoning  (hefimu  ofpuA-^ 
Hck  vwMhip^  to  whieh  the  Hebrew  Christians  had  been  accustomed,  would  lead  one 
to  imagine  that  he  ia  not  aware,  that  in  the  primitive  church  every  diocese  had  il« 
own  liturgy,  tlie  mereyemw  of  whioh  were  liable  to  be  altered  by  every  Bishop  in 
sueeesvoo,  iecovding  to  his  own  taste  and  judgments 
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treat,  they  were  apon  an  average  twenty  years  of  age^ 
they  mast  have  been  fourscore  at  the  time  of  tbeir  retam : 
and  it  is  really  quite  edifyingi  to  iBgure  to  one's  self 
these  illustrious  Octogenaries^  *our  holy  hre&ren  Ike 
saints  of  the  primitive  church  of  Jerusalem^  upon  the 
first  intelligence  of  the  good  news,  hasting  away  from 
Pella  and  the  North  of  Galilee,  where  ihey  had  been 
passing  threescore  years  in  obscurity  and  tranquillity, 
and  in  heroick  defiance  of  the  most  inveterate  attach- 
ments, and  of  the  habits  and  prejudices  of  fourscore,  aban- 
doning at  once  the  rites  of  their  forefathers,  and  the 
forme f  and  even  the  hmgmgey  of  ihe  devotions  to  which 
they  had  been  ever  accustomed,  in  order  to  obtain — 
what  ? — the  valuable  privil^es  and  immunities  of  the 
j&lian  colony !  And  how  gratifying  must  it  be  to  eveiy 
pious  mind  to  learn,  upon  the  high  authority  of  Epipha- 
nius,  that  after  all  the  fatigues  and  hazards  of  their  joar- 
aey,  they  were  still  in  a  flourishing  state,  teaching  and 
working  miracles  with  great  effect,  at  the  time  when 
Aquila,  who  was  converted  by  them,  was  supwinteDd- 
ent  of  Adrian's  works  !''* 

Whether  Mr  Belsham  was  restrained,  by  any  pru- 
dential motive,  from  making  these  observations  on  the 
reasoning  of  Bishop  Horsley,  during  that  prelate's  life, 
is  probably  known  to  Mr  Belsham  himself ;  but  I  will 
venture  to  assure  him,  that  the  Bishop,  were  he  now 
alive  and  possessed  of  all  his  youthful  ardour,  would 
not  deign  to  take  the  smallest  notice  of  them :  even  1^ 
however  inferior  to  him,  will  not  condescend  to  make  a 
serious  reply  to  such  a  tissue  of  petulance  and  absnrdi- 
ty :  I  think  it  but  fair  however  to  observe,  that  Mr  Bel- 

*  BeUttiDy  p.  435. 


sham  has  not  employed  this  mode  ist  reasonings  so  suc- 
cessfully as  he  might  have  employed  it,  in  couinnatiun 
of  his  favourite  doctrine  of  Uoitarianism ;  and  to  con«> 
vince  him  that  I  have  a  greater  regard  for  the  truth,  than 
even  for  the  memory  of  my  ever- honoured  father^  I  will 
here  supply  what  he  has  so  strangely  omitted. 

In  the  year  168:2,  the  English  Unitarians  expressed 
a  strong  desire  to  convert  the  Mahometans  to  their  creed 
of  Christianity ;  and  with  that  view  presented  an  ad- 
dress on  the  subject^  to  the  Ambassador  of  the  Emperw^ 
of  Morocco,  who  refused  to  receive  it.*  About  the  same 
period,  the  English  Unitarians  distiiboted  gratia  among 
the  people,  an  immense  nnmber  of  pamphlets,  printed 
on  a  publick  stock,  of  which  mie  object  was  to  prove, 
that  the  Scriptures  of  the  New  Testament  had  been  in- 
terpolated by  the  Trinitarians,  to  support  their  own  doc- 
trines-t  When  they  were  performing  these  notable  ex- 
ploits, the  English  Unitarians  cannot  on  an  average  have 
been  less  than  twenty  years  of  age ;  and  yet  we  And  the 
very  same  personSf  the  English  Unitarians,  a  full  cen- 
tury afterwards  doing  the  very  same  things, — publishing 
Unitarian  pamphlets  by  subscription^  expressing  the 
0ame  earnest  desire  for  the  conversion  of  Mahomet,  ||  and 
accusing  the  Gatholicks  of  having  wilfully  interpolated 
the  Greek  Scriptures.^  True  indeed  it  is,  that  they 
had  so  completely  forgotten  their  address  to  <<  His  lUus- 
trioas  Excellency  Ah£th  Ben  Ambth,  Ambassador  of 


•  See  Bithop  Honley't  ibteentb  letter  to  Di*  Prieaaej. 

-f  See  Pref.  to  LetBe'i  Soi  Oont  DiioQssedr 

t  See  Or  Priettley'i  Memotn  of  himtelf. 

I  See  Dr  PrieiUey's  Hitiorj  of  the  ComiptioQi  of  Christianity,  and  the  first 
wries  of  hit  Letten  to  Dr  Hordey. 

§  See  the  writings  of  the  Unitarians  in  general,  and  of  Mr  BeUham  in  partienlii*, 
^nee  the  comBiettocnieBt  of  the  unetsettUi  ceotary. 
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the  Migbl^  Emperor  of  Fez  uA  MoroecOf  ^  Chaxki 
the  Second  King  of  Great  Britain/'  that  in  the  yenr 
1784iy  they  denied  that  such  an  address  had  ever  ant- 
ed :^  thb  however  was  not  wonderful^  in  men  a  hunirei 
and  twenty-two  yean  M  ;  for  the  memory  is  the  frcnliy 
which  generally  decays  first  through  age :  but  it  ie  real^ 
qnite  edifying  'to  see,  with  what  condeeceMwm  these 
aged  Unitarians  iiave  adapted  Afaeir  styte,  to  the  iwiging 
tastes  of  the  several  generatioDS  thai  Im^e  passed  away, 
since  they  addressed  Axeth  Bbk  Aiceth  ;.  asd  hov 
gratifying  must  it  be  loevMy  lover  of  the  Indfc  toleaiii 
tin  the  h^h  aotfaor^  of  the  Miw  Tistammit  inmmmh 
pravei  vermanf  with  a  earr$ctei  tMt^  end  iiotov  4Bntied 
and  explmMtory^  that  these  Unitarians  have  jnefaumd 
all  their  other  facrities  in  .such  peifeofion,  as  te  be  aUi^ 
when  na  less  than  one  hnndnsd  and  iUrty^ei^t  yean 
old,  to  perCscai  what  they  ventnred  not  to  pnmMe 
in  thehr  youth.:  They  have  nmr  expunged  fins  the 
Christian  Scriptuns  the  Trinitarian  interpoUtkiaSy  aai 
broagbt  those  Bcsiptures  to  teach  that  Jettk  .vjhich,  ia 
their  address  to  the  Msrocco  Ambassador,  tfai^  sqrGod 
had  raised  op  Mahomet  to  defisnd  with  the  swocd.    ff 
the  Trinitarians  be  of  opinion,  that  the  preservation  sf 
their  Aofy  brethren,  the  rnmis  tf  lie  prinitiDe  dimrA  if 
Jerusalem^  in  ao  floorishing  a  jatate  as,  at  tiie  age  sf 
eighty,  to  be  able  to  teach  with  great  efibct,  be  asy  proof 
of  die  Gatbolick  doctrine  (and  if  this  be  not  Oe  apiuoa 
of  the  Trinitarians,  it  is  not  easy  to  conceive  for  what 
purpose  a  calculation  was  made  by  Mr  Belaham  d 
the  age  of  their  holy  brethren),  how  moch  stronger  is 
the  proof  of  the  Unitarian  doctrine,  from  the  preservation 

*  Sc'e  the  fifteenth  of  Dr  Priettley'a  tMond  serin  of  Letten  to  Or  HflrOer. 
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of  the  feHow^worghippers  with  the  Ambassador  of  Mo* 
rocco,  in  a  state  so  floorishing  as,  at  the  more  advanced 

age  of  ONE  HUNDRED  AND  THIRTT.BI6HT,  to  be  able  tO  COt* 

rect  the  oracles  of  God  with  great  effect ! 

If  the  extract  which  I  have  made  from  Mr  Belsham's 
amfutation  of  Bishop  Horsley,  be  of  any  importance  ia 
the  Unitarian  controversy,  this  addition  which  I  have 
proposed  to  il^  is  of  so  much  greater  importancoi  that  I 
really  expect  Mr  fielsham's  thanks  for  having  suggest^ 
ed  it :  if  its  effect  go  to  prove^  that  there  could  be  no 
English  Unitarians  in  the  reign^  both  of  Charles  the  Se- 
cond and  of  Oeoi^  the  Third ;  then  has  Mr  Belsham 
socceeded  in  proving,  that  there  could  be  no  church  of 
Hebrew  Christians  at  Pella  in  the  reign  of  Titusi  and 
afterwards  at  iSlia  in  the  reign  of  Adrian !  Or  should  it 
be  impossible,  as  I  think  it  is,  to  deny  that  there  were 
English  Unitarians  in  the  reign  of  Charles  the  Second^ 
then,  though  it  must  be  granted,  that  there  were  likewise 
Hebrew  Christians  at  iBlia  under  a  Roman  bishop  in 
the  reign  of  Adrian,  I  have  at  least  deprived  the  Trini- 
tarians of  the  argument  which  they  might  draw  for  the 
truth  of  their  doctrine,  from  the  miraculous  preservation 
of  their  orthodox  Octogenaries,  and  have  transferred  that 
argument,  in  all  its  force^  to  the  English  Unitarians  of 
the  nineteenth  century. 

.  Of  the  remainder  of  Mr  Belsham's  arguments  against 
Mosheim  and  the  Bishop,  1  confess  that  I  can  make 
nothing :  he  goes  over  the  same  ground  with  Dr  Priest- 
ley, from  whom  he  occasionally  differs ;  but  these  diflfer- 
ences  certainly  add  nothing  to  the  force  of  the  Doctor's 
original  reasoning.  He  contrives  howew  to  weaken 
the  Bishop%  by  making  him  occasionally  say  what  he- 
has  not  said;  and  quoting  partially  what  he  hoe 
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and  upon  iboie  inplicit  belierersi  the  Unitariftas,  tliit 
iriU  have  as  good  an  effect^  ag  if  he  had  ndsed  the  coo- 
jectures  and  argamenta  of  Dr  Priestley^  to  the  height  of 
demonstration :  to  such  however^  whether  Trinitarians 
or  Unitarians^  as  do  not  repose  implicit  confidence  in  Mr 
Belsfaam^  I  have  only  to  recommend  the  old  adage  amii 
alteram  partem  ;  and  if  they  pay  attention  to  it,  I  am 
under  no  apprehension  of  injury  to  my  father's  fiiur  &me 
from  this  rude  attack^  even  in  the  judgment  of  candid 
Unitarians. 

The  man  who  can  burlesque  the  Scriptures^  ibr  the 
purpose  of  turning  into  ridicule  aipiments  which  hs 
does  not  fairly  state,  and  cannot  answer ;  is  no^  I  hope, 
likely  long  to  retail  implicit  credit,  with  serious  Chru- 
iians  of  any  denomination. 

<^  Whether  the  easy  simplicity'^  he  says,  <<  of  the  B4>. 
man  msgjutrates,  was  really  imposed  upon  by  the  spe- 
cious artifices  of  our  <  holy  brethren/ — or  whether  thdr 
good-nature,  at  the  hazard  of  incurring  the  Enperar's 
displeasure,  winked  at  the  pious  frauds,--Hir  finally, 
since  by  the  testimony  of  the  Bishop's  great  authwity, 
St  Epiphanius,  miracles  had  not  yet  ceased  in  the  Je- 
rusalem church,  whether  their  eyes  migftl  not  he  haUem  to 
ihat  they  did  not  know  tAem,—- does  not  appear."* 

To  the  admirers  of  the  improved  version  of  ike  JV^ev 
Testamentf  this  may,  for  aught  that  1  know  to  the  con- 
traiy,  appear  genuine  wit  and  sound  reasonings  against 
tte  poesibilUji  of  such  a  church  of  Hebrew  Gliristiaiia  as 
file  Bishop  contends  for,  eojoyii^  the  privileges  of  the 
ifilian  colony ;  but  those  who  do  not  admire  thai  ret* 
sion,  will  probably  consider  such  a  ludicrous  applicatum 
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of  one  of  the  proofs  of  Christ's  resurrection^  as  a  mere 
subterfage^ — nay,  as  a  profane  artifice,  for  withholding 
the  reader's  attention  from  arguments,  which  Mr  Bel* 
sham  is  conscious  that  he  could  not  have  answered. 

But,  says  Mr  Belsham  in  the  words  of  his  master, 

'^  My  Lord the  foundations  of  your  church  of  Trini* 

tarian  Jews  at  Jerusalem  (iBlia)  after  the  time  of  Adri« 
an,  were  attempted  to  be  laid  on  the  grossest  caUunnyi 
and  on  the  ruins  of  the  fbirest  character  that  Ghristiaa 
history  has  to  exhibit ;  and  therefore  they  could  expeok 
no  better  fate,  tlian  to  be  overturned  for  ever."* 

Foundations  laid  in  this  manner,  certainly  deserve  oft 

better  fate  than  to  be  *^  overturned  for  ever ;''  but  hoir 

comes  Origen  to  be  such  a  favourite  with  the  present  ract 

of  Unitarians,  that  his  character  should  be  deemed  fairer 

than  the  character  even  of  Christ  Jesus  ?  According  i» 

the  creed  of  Dr  Plriestky  and  Mr  Beliham,  Jesus  and 

Origen  were  both  men,  and  nothing  more  than  men ;  the 

characters  of  both  are  exhibited  in  Christian  history;  and 

here  we  are  solemnly  told,  that  the  character  of  Origea 

is  the  fairest  which  that  history  has  to  exhibit !  Thai 

Origen  was  a  man  of  great  talents  and  of  most  extensive 

erudition,  is  universally  admitted  ;  but  that  he  asserted 

at  one  time  the  very  reverse  of  what  he  had  taught  at 

anoUier,  and  was,  in  controversy,  more  earnest  to  van* 

quish  his  antagonist  than  to  maintain  the  troth,  without 

being  very  scrupulous  about  the  means  by  which  the 

victory  was  to  be  gained ;  is  known  to  all  who  know  any 

thing  of  his  writings :  of  all  this,  Bishop  Horsley  has^ 

^ven  specimens  from  his  works,  and  1  shall  add  another 

from  Dr  Cave,  because  Cave  was  one  of  his  most  learn- 
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ed  and  Ardent  admirers,  and  bas  made,  perhaps,  the  beet 
apology  possible  for  his  tergiversation  in  controversy. ' 

^<  Whilst  Origen  continued  at  Athens,  (which  was  not 
long)  he  returned  an  answer  to  a  letter  which  he  had 
received  from  Jtdius  J^ricanw  concerning  the  bistoiy  of 
^nsanna,  which  JBtfricanusy  by  short,  but  very  forcible 
argnments,*  maintained  to  be  a  fictidons  and  sparions 
relation :  Origen  undertook  the  case,  and  justified  the 
story  to  be  sincere  and  genuine,  but  by  argmnents, 
which  rather  manifest  the  acuteness  of  his  parts  than 
ihe  goodness  of  his  cause  ;  and  clearly  show,,  how  much 
men,  of  the  greatest  learning  and  abilities  are  put  to  it, 
when  engaged  to  uphold  a  weak  side,  whkk  has  m 
truth  of  its  own  to  support  tt/'f 

The  learned  biographer  attributes  this  disregard  of 
troth  in  controversy,  to  Origen's  delight  in  argument 
which  led  him  according  to  his  apologist inPhotiuB to 
write  and  say  many  things^  yvfiut€tff}wc  x^H"  which,  in  his 
cooler  and  more  considering  moments,  he  woold  not 
have  advanced ;  and  this  again  he  attributes  to  the  na^ 
tural  ardour  of  his  mind,  impelling  him  to  write  on  a 
variety  of  subjects  which  he  had  not  thoroughly  studied^ 
and  to  his  attachment  to  the  philosophy  of  his  age,  of 
which  the  very  essence  was  the  spirit  of  dispnfatioii.  Of 
any  thing  more  than  this,  Bishop  Horsley  has  not  acco- 
sed  Origen. — He  has  not  insinuated,  that  he  would  not 
have  been  entitled  to,  at  least,  as  much  credit  as  etttm 


*  The  aobstenee  of  theie  argnmentt,  whieh  are  mdeed  muamwerMe,  may  b» 
■een  ia  CafS'i  BUtvria  LUertttia,  in  the  aliort  biographical  aaeoniit  ef  Mim 
.Afrieanqs. 

t  Cave's  Lives  of  the  Fathers,  foarth  edition,  fitlio^  p.  159. 

i  Was  it  for  this  eondaet  that  Or  Priestley  considered  the  chanwter^f  Gcigea  k 
the  fairest  that  Christian  history  has  to  eihibit?  It  is  conduct  m  vhaoh  he  hiaselC 
certainly  iniuted  the  learned  and  mfe^ons  prrsbyler  of  Alexaodm. 


Balpitias^  Epipbanias,  or  Jerome^  liad  be,  like  them^ 
been  coolly  writing  history  or  criticisms  on  the  Old 
Testament ;  but  the  Bishop  has  accused  bim^  of  mis- 
representing facts  through  design  or  inattention^  when 
writing  controversy ;  and  I  am  afraid  that  such  an  accn- 
sation^  might  be  brought  against  zealous  controvertista 
in  every  age. 

Thus  Dr  Buchanan  in  his  zeal,  a  laudable  zeal  cer- 
tunly^  to  have  Christian  missionaries  sent  into  our  do* 
minions  in  the  Eas^  has  said  in  some  of  his  late  wri- 
tings ;  that  missionaries  of  all  denominations,  live  hi 
perfect  harmony  with  each  other  in  India^  and  know  not 
those  distinctions  which  are  the  sources  of  dissension 
among  Christians  in  Europe.  Nay,  he  says  that  even 
the  distinctions  between  Papists  and  Protestants  are,  in 
the  East^  considered  as  sectarian ;  the  only  controversy 
there^  being  between  the  true  God  and  an  idol.  Others 
again,  who  have  come  from  India  as  well  as  he,  who 
have  had  the  same  opportunities  of  making  observations^ 
and  of  whose  zeal  for  religion  there  appears  to  be  no 
room  for  doubt,  ^ve  a  very  different  account,  of  the  light 
in  which  the  various  missionaries  view  one  another  in 
the  East;  and  represent  the  preaching  of  unsent  enthu- 
siasts,  as  in  the  highest  degree  prejudicial  to  the  propa- 
gation of  genuine  Christianity.  W  hich  of  these  accounta 
are  we  to  believe  ?  Probably  neither  of  them  to  its  full 
extent ;  for  the  authors  of  both,  have  each  a  favourite 
object  in  view,  as  Origen  bad  in  his  controversy  with 
Celaus ;  and  these  objects  have  got  such  complete  pos- 
session of  their  respective  minds,  as  to  make  them  view^ 
through  different  mediums  the  very  same  matters  of  fac^ 
or  overlook  those  facts  entirely.  That  the  distinction 
between  Papists  and  Protejstants  is  well  known  in  the 
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East,  and  deemed  of  great  imporiaDce,  Dr  Buchanaa 
himself  has  furnished  complete  proof,  in  the  accooot 
which  he  gives  of  the  Syrian  Christians  ;^  thoagh,  like 
Origen  in  his  book  against  Gelsos,  he  has  expressed 
himself  so  very  differently  within  the  compass  of  one 
small  volume. 

Even  Mr  Belsham  himself  is  not  free  from  this  waak- 
ness,  to  which  controvertists  of  every  description  are  io- 
deed  very  liable :  thoogh  I  am  as  far  from  suspecting 
him  of  a  disregard  to  truth  in  general,  as  my  father  was 
of  suspecting  Origen  of  such  a  disregard,  it  is  ImpessU 
ble  to  doubt  but,  that  in  the  heat  of  controvert  be  has, 
through  inattention  no  doubt,  asserted  at  least  one  fiilse- 
hood  as  notorious  as  that  of  which  tbe  Bishop  aecosed 
Origen— In  his  zeal  to  degrade  the  Son  of  God,  frma 
the  dignity  of  the  Creator  to  the  rank  of  a  mere  man  m 
tbe  creation,  he  finds  the  ej^het  ^0r#7ir«r,  which  is  appli- 
ed to  him  by  St  John,  so  moch  in  his  way,  that  to  got 
rid  of  it,  he  supposes  it  to  be  employed  by  that  apostle 
in  no  other  sense,  than  as  equivalent  to  ayamW,  which 
he  boldly  aflirms  does  net  occur  in  8t  Jdhn.  As  he  is 
one  of  the  authors  ojT  the  improved  version,  we  cannot 
suspect  him  of  having  never  read  the  original,  or  of  hav- 
ing read  it  with  so  little  attention,  as  to  have  tetaU^ 
overlooked  any  thing  of  importance  which  it  contains; 
we  can  only  suppose,  that  his  mind  was  so  completely 
occupied  by  the  object  of  the  controversy  in  which  he 
was  engaged  with  Uie  celebrated  Dr  Clarke,  as  to  naka 
him  lose  sight  at  the  instant,  of  at  least  six  different  sen- 
tences, in  which  St  John  employs  the  word  myoMwlH  in 


•  See  his  Christitt  Bewtrehes  in  Atia. 


the  fense  in  which  it  is  commoDly  employed  by  other 
Greek  writers.* 

HaviDg  discussed  the  qaestioos  agitated  by  Mr  BeU 
sham,  concerning  the  veracity  of  Origen,  and  the  exist- 
ence of  a  church  of  Jewish  Christians  at  JSlia ;  the  ques- 
tion respecting  the  sra  of  the  epistle  of  Barnabasi  the 
only  thing  remaining  on  which  he  has  chosen  to  enter 
the  lists  with  Bishop  Horsley^  will  be  easily  disposed  of. 

TV  hoever  has  paid  to  the  Bishop's  Tracts  that  atten« 
tion,  to  which  the  questions  discussed  in  them  have  so 
powerful  a  claim  from  every  Christian ;  must  be  aware^ 
that  the  epistle  of  Barnabas  was  quoted,  merely  as  evi- 
dence of  the  faith  of  the  first  Hebrew  Christians ;  and 
until  I  met  with  Mr  Belsham's  book^  I  did  not  think  it 
possible  that  any  man  could  have  insinuated^  that  the 
Bishop  had  attributed  to  that  epistle  any  authority,  to 
which  even  an  apocryphal  book,  written  with  no  obvi- 
ously  wicked  intention,  may  not  be  justly  entitled.  Mr 
Belsham  does  not  directly  chai^  him  with  having  at- 
tributed to  it  any  undue  authority ;  but  the  manner  in 
which  he  labours  to  set  aside  its  evidence,  must  lead  the 
unthinking  multitude  who  have  never  looked  into  the 
Bishop's  Tracts,  to  ima^ne,  that  he  considers  it  as  the 
Work  of  an  inspired  apostle. 

^<  The  venerable  Archdeacon  (says  Mr  Belsham)  hav- 
ing pledged  himself  to  prove,  ttiat  the  divinity  of  our 
Lord  was  the  belief  of  the  very  first  Christians,  appeals 
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*  Se«  tbe  Britidi  Critiflk  for  JAnoftrj  181S»  to  which  I  am  indebted  foe  pointing 
<Mi|  to  ae  this  bhrnder^  as  Moaheim  pointed  out  to  my  fiither  the  paangea  m  Suipi- 
ti*ia  and  SpiphaniuSi  I  hope  hoveTer,  tliat  erea  Mr  Belaliam  will  gire  me  eredit 
for  having  aootoHed  my  Greek  Teatament  myaelf,  though  I  admit,  that  it  ia  at  leatt 
«i  probable  that  I  ihoiild  hafe  raliedwithiBpliaitooofideiiee  ob  the  Briliifa  CriCieIc, 
aa  that  Biahop  Honlcy  reliod  witli  amplkit  confidenoe  on  the  ChaneeUor  of  the 
^oivenUjorQotthigen. 
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ia  his  eighth  letter  to  a  work  of  great  antiquity^  under  ttit 
title  of  ^  The  Epistle  of  Barnabas/  which^  though  it  i» 
admitted  not  to'  have  been  written  by  the  companion  d 
St  Paul,  the  learned  writer  contends  to  have  been  a  pro- 
duction of  the  apostolicli  age,  and  addressed  by  a  He- 
brew Christian  to  his  Jewish  brethren ;  from  this  epistle 
be  cites  the  following  passage :   '  The  Lord  sabmitted 
to  suflfer  for  our  souls,  although  he  be  the  Lord  of  the 
whole  earthi  unto  whom  he  said  the  day  before  the  world 
was  finished,  Let  us  make  man  after  our  image  and  our 
likeness.^    He  adds  two  or  three  other  passages  of  the 
same  import :  he  then  remarks,  that  the  writer  mentions 
this  doctrine  as  an  article  of  their  common  faith;  he  brings 
no  arguments  to  prove  it ;  he  mentions  it  as  oocason  oc- 
curs, without  showing  any  anxiety  to  inculcate  it,  mr  maj 
apprehension  that  it  would  be  denied  or  doubted^  and 
he  triumphantly  concludes ;  <  This,  Sir,  is  the  proof 
which  I  had  to  produce  :  it  is  so  direct  and  full^  that  if 
this  be  laid  in  one  scale,  and  your  whole  mass  of  evi* 
deuce,  drawn  from  incidental  and  ambiguous  allosioas, 
in  tbe  other,  the  latter  will  fly  up  and  kick  the  beam,'  To 
this  argument  Dr  Priestley  replies  in  the  second  of  his 
second  series  of  Letters  to  Dr  Horsley,  by  remiodiog 
his  antagonist  of  the  doubts  entertained  by  many  learn- 
ed men  (and  by  his  antagonist  among  them)  of  the  genu- 
ineness  of  this  epistle,  and  of  the  certainty  of  the  niimc^- 
ous  interpolations,  and  those  such  as  respect .  the  vei; 
subject  in  question :  adding,  I  must  see  other  evidence 
than  this  from  Barnabas,  before  I  can  admit,  that  <the 
divinity  or  pre-existeuce  of  Christ,  was  the  belief  of  the 
apostolick  age.''*    Thid  reply  sufficiently  impeaches  tbe 
testimony  of  the  pseudo-Barnabas. 

*  See  BeUuuDi  |».  440. 
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It  does  80^  if  by  the  word  impeaches  Mr  Belsham 
nean  ckaUenges  :*  Dr  Priestley  might,  in  this  amse^ 
impeach  any  testimony  wiiatever— even  the  testimony  of 
the  apostles,  that  they  *<  had  eaten  and  drunk  with  Je- 
sus of  Nazareth  after  he  rose  from  the  dead :''  and  Mr 
Belsham,  if  it  seemed  good  to  him,  might  have  joined  hi 
that  impeadiment ;  but  he  would  claim  to  himself  and 
his  master,  a  d^ree  of  deference  which  surely  is  net  doe 
to  them,  were  he  to  expect  even  Unitarians  to  admit,  en 
fheir  bare  mvpeackmevt  unsupported  by  proof,  that  the 
apostles  were  false  witnesses !  Just  so  it  is  in  the  presei&t 
case  with  respect  to  tfab  testimony  of  Barnabas :  he  may^ 

br  may  not  be  a  false  witness ;  but  as  the  Bishop  did  not 
expect  the  poblick  to  believe  on  his  Mh  if  it  that  Bama^ 
feuiB  bean  testimimy  to  the  fkith  of  tin  very  first  Chris- 
tians in  the  divinity  of  our  Lord,  so  Beitber  will  the 
poblick  believe  Barnabas  to  be  a  false  wttaess,  on  the 
impeachment  of  his  veracity  by  Br  Priestley  and  Mr 
Belsham !  It  would  be  very  nn^st  bowever  to  the  me- 
iaory  of  Dr  Priestley^  not  to  apprise  my  readers,  that  he 
expects  from  the  poblick  no  eodi  implicit  conMence,  in 
what  Mr  Belsham  calls  his  impetickmefia  of  tlie  testimo- 
ny of  Barnabas :  he  assigns  his  reasons,  not' liar  tm* 
^peeucMng  that  testimony  (which  he  does  not)  but  for  con- 
tending, that  it  will  by  no  means  bear  the  tftress  Ikat  his 
untagmiist  had  Imi  upon  it ;  and  to  be  satisfied  whetber 
these  reasons  bave  any  validity,  the  reader  has  only  to 
compare  them  wiA  Dr  Horsley^s  reply  in  this  volume;! 
Mr  Belsham  himself  seems  to  have  instantly  discover* 


*  See  Johnion's  Dietiopjuy  utider  the  word  IsmACB. 

f  See  the  eigjhth  of  Dr  Honley't  Letters  to  Dr  Prieftley,  tlie  first  of  Dr  Prieat- 
left  ieeond  terw*  of  Letters  to  Dr  Horsley,  and  Part  I.  seet  8,  S»  of  Dr  Horsler's 
HemMin  on  Dr  Priestley's  Second  Letters  to  the  Arelide«eon  of  8t  AlbanV 
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idy  that  bi0  mode  of  impeaching  tncient  tMtimoiuM  ii 
oat  akme  tuflkieot  to  destrag  them;  he  proceeds  tfaerefoie 
to  give  an  answer  ^sHU  more  MUsfactori^  he  says^  fron 
ihe  learned  Jeremiah  Jones,  and  begins  with  correciiDg 
fome  mistakes  into  which  Dr  Horsley  had  fallen^  with 
nspect  to  that  gentleman's  pedigree  and  private  history. 
What  this  has  to  do  with  the  qaestion  at  issue  about  the 
deference  doe  to  the  testimony  of  St  Barnabas,  or  of  the 
author  assnlning  that  name,  1  confess  myself  nnable  to 
imagine.  We  are  next  informed,  that  Mr  Jones  wu 
the  relation  and  pnpil  of  the  very  learned  Samuel  Jonei^ 
who  was  also  tutor  to  Dr  Lardner,  Maddux  bishop  of 
Worcester,  Butler  bishop  ai  Durham,  Seeker  archbishop 
of  Ganterbuiy,  and  Dr  Samuel  Chandler,  ^  many  years, 
the  able  and  admired  pastor  of  the  highly  respodable 
Presbyterian  congregation  of  the  Old  Jewry.''^ 

This  is  somewhat  mwe  to  the  purpose,  as  it  shows 
that  Jeremiah  Jones  had  the  best  opportunity  iji  bebg 
-well  educated :  and  I  have  not  a  doubt,  but  that  he  de- 
rived every  advantage  which  could  be  derived,  from 
the  tutor  of  so  many  eminent  men :  still,  the  circom* 
stance  of  Mr  Jones  having  been  well  educated,  does 
not  tend  in  the  smallest  deg^ree  to  destroy  the  i^videnoe 
given  in  the  epbtle  of  Barnabas,  that  the  divinity  of 
our  Lord  was  the  belirf  of  the  first  Ghristlans :  Becker, 
and  Butler,  and  Maddox,  and  Chandler,  were  all  cob- 
•vinced  that  the  ^^  divinity  of  our  Lord  was  the  belief  of 
the  very  first  Christians ;  and  since  they  were  all  educa- 
ted by  the  same  tutor,  and  all  possessed  of  eminent  abili- 
ties, why  should  not  we  pay  as  much  deference  to  their 
judgment  as  to  the  judgment  of  Jeremiah  Jones?  The 


*  BeidMin,  p.  441. 


evidence  possessed  by  as,  ot  what  was  the  belief  of  the 
first  Christians  will  lose  wmeOdngj  I  do  not  think  mrukf 
but  it  will  lose  wmething  of  its  weight,  if  the  testimony 
of  Barnabas  be  set  aside ;  and  no  orthodox  Christian  will 
allow  it  to  be  set  aside  without  proof^  by  the  tjpss  dioeit  of 
Mr  Jones^  merely  because  be  was  a  man  of  learning,  and 
the  fellow  pupil  of  three  eminent  English  bishops^  of 
one  very  learned  Socinian^  and  of  one  eminent  Fresby« 
terian  divine ! 

Mr  Belsham  seems  to  be  aware  of  this^  and  therefore 
gives,  in  the  following  words,  the  answer  supplied  by  the 
learned  Jeremiah  Jones^  which  he  says  is  still  more 
eatisfactoiy^  than  the  impeachment  of  the  testimony  of 
Barnabas  by  himself  and  Dr  Priestley. 

^  In  the  second  volume  of  his  admirable  treatise  on 
the  canon  of  Scripture,  republished  e  few  years  ago  by 
the  University  of  Oxford,  Part  IIL  ch.  87^  after  a  very 
full  and  impartial  inquiry  into  the  subject,  Mr  Jonee 
etates  it  as  bis  opiiium,  which  he  substantiates  by  abun- 
dant evidence,  that  the  epistle  was  written,  not  by  Bar- 
nabas  nor  by  any  other  Jew,  but  by  some  person  who 
was  ori^nally  a  pagan  idolater;  that  it  is  an  apochryphal 
book,  and  was  never  read  in  the  churches  till  the  time 
of  Jerome  ;  that  it  contains  many  assertions  which  are 
absolutely  false,  and  a  great  number  of  trifling,  silly^ 
and  idle  things :  and  upon  the  whole,  he  concludes  from 
its  having  been  cited  only  by  Clemens  Mexandrmus 
and  Origeuj^  that  it  was  forged  at  Alexandria ;  and 
because  there  are  so  many  pious  frauds  in  it,  that  it  wae 


*  Thit  it  was.  cited  bj  other  naeieiit  wriun  bcwiet  Clemeoi  and  Orifeiiy  the 
itader  may  cttily  Mtlrfj  himaeif  bj  penubg  the  Vetenm  TeBtitnwia  de  Bpitttia 
Si  Bartmb^f  pnefizcd  to  Cotietaria^a  editiott  of  Ibe  apoMotieal  (atlicn. 
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ilMs  foifgiBrj  of  somesoch  penoQ  as  conupted  the  books 
of  the  Bybils,  and  that  it  wm  writteii  about  the  middle 
of  the  second  century.''* 

Bat  all  this  is  only  the  opinum  of  Mt  Jones^  and 
Isamed  as  I  doubt  not  he  was^  I  am  not  bounds  nor  is 
ttie  pnblick  bound  to  adopt  his  opinions  wittiont  prosf, 
hi  preference  to  the  opinions  of  those  whothuik  diiler- 
eatly  of  flie  epistte  of  Barnabas :  that  the  epistle  oootaiDS 
several  trivial^  silly,  and  idle  things,  and  was  not  writ 
ten  by  Barnabas  the  apostle,  was  the  opinion  of  Bkbop 
Horsley  as  well  as  of  Mr  Jones;  andtiie  Wshop  as^ns 
the  reasons  on  which  hia  opinion  was  founded :  but  thsit 
the  epistle  is  the  work  of  some  apostolical  wiita>  aod 
no  forgery  of  a  converted  heathen  aboat  the  midAe  of 
the  second  centory,  is  the  joint  opinion  of  Bidiop  Hors- 
ley and  Dr  Priestley  rf  now>  throwing  the  Biabop^s 
opinion  out  of  the  scale,  whether  is  the  o^nion  of  the 
kamed  Jerenuah  Jones,  or  of  the  learned  Dr  los^ 
Priestley  to  preponderate  on  this  occamon  ?  KMr  Bel> 
sham  think  that  two  snch  names  must  keep  the  balaaes 
in  equipoise,  what  is  to  happen  when  we  throw  into  the 
Doctor's  scale,  the  opinions  of  Aichbisfaop  Wake^  Dr 
Cave,  Gotelerius,  and  Bishop  PearBon,^  wbofee  opBiion 
alone  is,  on  questions  of  tUs  sort,  of  greater  we^^  than 
the  opinions  of  twenty  Jones's  aid  of  as  many  Bet 
shams,  of  greater  weight  indeed  than  the  opinion  of  any 
other  modem,  with  whose  writing  I  am  at  all  ao- 


*  Behham,  p.  441. 

f  See  the  fifth  lection  of  Dr  Prieiaey's  IKvlory  of  the  Doctrine  ^Jftomement, 
in  hit  Appeal  to  the  oerivue  profeewrt  of  ChrktiaHitgt  and  the  eighth  of  Dr  Hon- 
lej*!  Letters  in  the  preeediog  TrteCs. 

i  Thb  prodigy  of  learning  says,  (Leet  IL  in  act  App.  ^  10.)  Nemo  eerte  fait 
(Teterani)  qui  hane  epistoiam  Banute  noo  tribaerity  ueqoe  m  ea  qioi^qiumi  ap* 
paret«  quod  earn  «tatem  non  fentt 


qQainted.  But  they  Ave  not  modem  opioionfl  crnly^  tha( 
mast  be  thrown  into  the  scale  of  Bishop  Horsley  and 
Jk  Priestky* 

Origen  liimself^  ^^  the  fairest  character  which  Ghnstian 
history  has  to  exhibit/'  quotes  this  epistle,  not  barely  as 
the  writing  of  some  apostdical  men,  but  as  the  genuine 
writing  of  the  apostle  whose  name  it  bears :  in  answer 
to  an  objection  whioh  Cekos  puts  into  the  month  of  his 
Jew,  to  the  characters  of  those  whom  oar  Lord  called  to 
the  aposileship,  that  they  were  infamtms  wretches^  piA^ 
Ueans  and  fishermen ;  Origen,  afier  obserring  that  Gel* 
ana  seems  wHUng  enongh  to  believe  the  writings  of  the 
evangBlistSy  whei»  they  fnniish  matter  for  detraction,  but 
oAt  in  rnattem  of  importanee,  least  he  should  be  obliged 
to  confess  the  Bivin%  openly  preached  in  their  writing^i 

add8^*»Fl>fflnr1flt4  U  ir  ti  tm^JSa.  KodMiitfw  *ETif$Mi  [t^  i 
KihffM  K9£mr  rJi/x.*  thrtp^  JiMtr  iwiffiln^  umi    wcf^foriln  tvc 

aP9fiiobiF  ifpfjiJIif^c^     K§lI  ir  r»  ifttyytxio  S«  r«»  Kotja.  Aouxar  fii^$ 
#fftf  V9r  litoir  i  KirfOf,  '£^t3(rti  aV  c/av,  o}t  atfif  i/jtotf1ahi(  UfAt 

That  the  epistte  of  l^ma^as  which  is  here  cited  by 
Origen,  ig  the  epistle  Which  Messrs  Jones  and  fielsham 
tfalnfe  unworthy  of  ttH  credit,  is  unquestionable ;  for  the 
tery  words  quoted,  are  in  the  fifth  chaptef^of  that  epistle 
published  by  Goteleriu^  :  li  is  true  Barnabas  adds,  that 
ottf  Lord  chose  for  M^  apostles  the  grtotest  of  sinners, 

and  Origen,  after  citing  several'  passages  from  8t  Luke 
and  8t  Paul,  acknowledging  the  afpostles  to  have  been 
great  sinners,  assigns  a  similar  reason,  for  our  Lord 

^■i— — — — —  ■       ■     ■■  ■ » ■»       ■ 

*  Yid.  Orig.  •ontrm  Celsum,  lib.  I.  p.  49.  cd.  Cantab.  10Sf, 


having  made  clibioe  of  such  men  io  be  the  Ini  pnatb* 
en  of  hie  gospel. 

Here  then  we  have  Origen  bearing  testimony,  not 
barely  to  the  antiqai^  of  the  epistle  ascribed  to  Barni. 
bas,  but  even  to  its  genuineness  as  the  work  of  that 
apostle  himself ;  and  quoting  It  as  of  equal  aathoriDTy 
when  relating  a  matter  of  fact,  with  the  gospel  of  St 
Luke.  In  ascribing  it  to  the  apostle,  I  think  indeed  for 
the  reasons  assigned  by  Bishop  Horsley,  that  Origen 
was  mistaken ;  but  into  such  a  mistalie,  an  inqairer  into 
the  records  of  the  chorch  so  indefiatigable  as  Origen^ 
coold  not  possibly  have  fallen,  had  the  epistle  been  ftr- 
ged  by  a  converted  heathen  in  the  very  dty  in  wUch 
he  was  bom,  and  within  thirty  or  forty  years  of  hinbirtlu 
At  any  rate  Mr  Belsham  must  admit,  that  if  Origen  wig 
liable  to  fall  into  such  a  mistake  as  this,  he  is  no  com- 
petent witnese  respecting  the  church  of  orthodox  Jew- 
ish Christians  at  JBlia  duruig  the  reign  (tf  Adrian;  ior 
though  he  was  more  tlian  once  at  Alia  or  Jerlittlefl» 
he  was  not  so  long  there  as  he  was  at  Alexandria ;  ooi 
had  he  equal  opportunities  of  malring  himself  acqoaint- 
ed  with  the  original  state  of  the  iBlian  church.  Indeed^ 
the  epistle  itself  bears  internal  evidence  little  short  of 
demonstaation,  that  it  could  not  have  been  compoeed  by 
a  converted  pagan  as  Mr  Jones  alleges ;  for  as  Bisbop 
Horsley  observes,  ^<  none  but  a  person  bred  in  Jodnisn 
eould,  in  that  age,  possess  such  a  minute  knowledge  oC 
the  Jewish  rites  as  is  displayed  in  that  book.'' 

Here  then  we  have  a  number  of  eminent  men^  BifiiKip 
Horsley,  Dr  Priestley,  Archbishop  Wake,  Dr  C»ve, 
Cotelerius,  and  Bishop  Pearson,  himself  a  host,  besides 
Origen  <^  the  fairest  character  that  Christian  history  to 
to  exhibit,''-— all  opposed  to  the  learned  Jeremiaii  i^ 
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And  the  leaned  Thomas  Belsham ;  and  if  the  qaestioii 
18  to  be  decided  by  authority  or  by  votes,  the  Oatholick 
epiatle  of  Barnabas  must  be  deemed^  a  writing  of  the 
upostolical  age. 

^^No/'  says  Mr  Belsham,  it  is  not  of  the  apostolical 
age,  for  Jeremiah  Junes  siibstaotlaies  his  opinion  by 
abundant  evidence ;"  bnt  where  b  that  evidence  ? — Mit 
Jones  has  indeed  cited  a  great  variety  of  testimonies — 
alU  it  is  to  be  supposed  that  he  thought  of  any  weight,  ia 
deciding  the  authenticity  of  the  epistle^  and  among  these 
not  one  is  found  to  favour  Mr  Jones's  own  opinion. 
'Thvee  ont  of  the  four  ancient  authorities  produced  by 
him,  Clemens  Alexandrinus,  Origen,  and  Jerome,  con^ 
tend  that  the  epistle  is  genuine-— the  work  of  the  apostle 
whose  name  it  bears — and  the  fourth,  Eusebius,  though 
be  ranks  it  among  the  books  which  are  spurious,  be- 
lieves  it  to  have  been  written  in  the  apostolick  age :  of 
ttie  eighteen  modem  writers,  whose  sentiments  upoii 
the  subject  Mr  Jones  has  detailed,  eight!*  agree  in  the 
opinions  iJ  Clemens  Alexandrinus,  Origen,  and  Jerome^ 
and  the  remaining  tenf  in  that  of  Eusebius :  in  the  con^ 
iecture  therefore,  that  the  epistle  of  Barnabas  was  writ- 
ten ^<  originally  by  a  pagan, ,  about  the  middle  of  the 
second  century,  and  was  the  i,>rgery  of  some  such  per- 
son as  corrupted  the  books  o}\the  Sybils/'  Mr  Jones 
atands  single  iX  or  at  least,  sto  \  single  till  the  appear- 


•  J-  Yoiiiu.  Dr  BerMrd.'Da  Pio.  Dr  CftYe.  ^hbiAop  WiIm.  DrS.  CltriK. 
MrLeClere.    DrJenkin. 

f  Arehbliliop  Uther.  Hafo  Menardtii.  A  ibop  hmnSL  Cotderini.  Bi- 
tbopFett.    MrDodirelL    MrTotaiid.    DrMUL    MrEadMrd.    MrWhiMoD. 

#  It  mutt  be  eonfesed  bj  etery  eandid  min  who  eonmlti  Mr  Joaet*t  work  on 
the  CftDOD  of  Seripture,  that  the  anthor  bat  diiplayed  great  insennitj  and  eon- 
MeraUe  powert  of  reafloning  in  lopport  of  hb  oonjeotnre  i  (**fir  Mf  Jvnet  iMt 
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ance  of  Mr  Bekham ;  aad  how  anreasonable  it  wovM 
be^  to  suffer  the  opinion  of  a  ringh  writer^  to  decide  the 
anthority  of  any  txM)k  in  opposition  to  the  general  seme 
of  the  learned  world,  cannot  be  more  forcibly  illustrated 
than  by  applying,  with  a  ali^t  verbal  alteratioa  to  Mr 
Jones's  conjecture,  the  observations  which  he  hiwimlf 
makes  on  the  opinions  of  Glemens  Alexandrinas. 

<^  8upp(me^en1katoi^  writer  {Jeremiah  Jfmtt)  hd 
too  low  am  opinion  qf  a  hookj  are  we  to  he  gooemed  ta 
ietermimng  He  autiienticUy  by  the  private  opimam  sf 
one  eingh  writoTf  contrary  to  the  known  oentimente  ef 
every  offier  writer  f  MuM  one  nmajtoigefir  Ike  whde 
Christian  wofli^  And  mmet  hie  refection  ef  a  koir 
prove  tto  inm^fieieney,  when  &  appeare  to  have  heen 
received  iy  every  Chrietian  writer  besides f  and  adndt- 
ted  on  its  own  intemai  evidence^  to  have  been  f^  wati 
qf  the  apostoHek  age  by  every  one  who  has  menUoned 
^f  I  ^uM  aid  no  more  hete^  htt  repeat  what  I  ab* 
served  YoL  I.  PMp»  v.  Aa*  we  are'natto  determined 
4MthifrUy  €f  any  book  or  hotdcSf  upon  Ae  cre^  of  oiy 
one  or  two  particular  writers,  but  the  wbolb  bost  or 
THE  warrteBS  of  the  Church.^* 

The  reader  is  by  this  time  satisfied^  I  trust,  wtth 
what  proprieiy  Mr  Belsham  has  applied  to  Bbhep 
Horsley  such  epittiets  as  ignorant  and  pUffal!  Of  tfahi 
modem  champion  of  UinttirlaBism  1  know  noflung,  bat 
from  his  inquury  into  the  person  of  Ghrist,  uid  hisshaiei 
whatever  it  may  be^  in  the  merits  of  the  improved  v&« 


guage?*^   Bat  if  tlie  rader  will  Cake  Che  troahle  Co  compare  the  argomeDts  of 
Dr  8.  Cbriu^  Uiihop  Pearaoo,  and  BUiop  HonUfy  upon  the  point  at  lnae»  vilk 
the  reaaoniagof  Mr  Jooefi  he  vill  find  the  hrtter  completeljr  refuted. 
*  Joneirt  Cm.  <if  Sori]^  Vol  U.  Pkrt  Ul.  cap.  XL. 
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sion  of  the  New  Testament :  bat  from  these  specimens 
of  his  literature  and  powers  of  reasoning,  it  seems  not 
too  much  to  say,  that  he  is  at  ^least  as  inferior  to  Dr 
Priestley,  as  I  readily  acknowledge  myself  to  be  to  Bi- 
shop Horsley :  Dr  Priestley,  as  the  Bishop  always  de- 
olwed,  was,  in  the  departments  of  physical  science,  to 
which  hQ  had  devoted  his  attention,  a  great  man,  thoagh 
he  had  no  pretensions  to  superiority  as  a  Greek  scholar^ 
or  a  Scripture  critick :  there  may  be  departments  in 
science,  in  which  Mr  Belsham  too  is  great ;  but  what 
they  are  I  have  not  heard  :  1  have  therefore  treated  him 
without  ceremony ;  though  I  trust  that  I  have  never  ex« 
pressed  myself  in  language  unworthy  of  a  gentleman  or 
a  Christian. — ^If  1  acknowledge  that  I  have  sometimes 
felt  it  difficult  to  repress  my  indignation,  and  that  I 
have  treated  with  ridicule  what,  being  unsupported  by 
argument,  admits  not  of  an  argumentative  reply ;  I  am 
persuaded,  that  by  the  candid  part  of  the  publick,  I 
shall  be  forgivei\ ;  and  the  sentiments  of  Mr  Belsham 
himself,  will  give  me  no  concern.    Tie  ^orwfoc  nai  rm  'ntlav 

rt  ^oli  wiwfnKTai,  /im  /juKotfjii ;  uliltif  Se  t^?c  dyaiif  xai  'iiroic 
(i^aliduoi^u  OfUhoi/ii  uSlul  Mnlt9'  lili  wolt  »V  afdyxtic 
fiiyafhtic  «C  Tv7o  Kola^alnfy  yifotli  /aoi  ri)(wltL  €^«;6ef0  ytrtVOot* 

^a/lh^  ir$9lyyunfm 
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